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AGENDA 

CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
POLICY  COMMITTEE 

NOTICE  OF  REGULAR  MEETING  AND  AGENDA     DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 
Monday,  January  14,  2008,  5:00  P.M. 
M     .  v  City  Hall,  Room  421  JAM  10  2008 

11   ,n  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place  oa r.„_, 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102  bAN  FRANCISCO 

PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis,  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1 .  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  December  10,  2007  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting  (Discussion 
and  Action)  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Minutes  of  the  December  10,  2007  Policy  Committee 

Meeting  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=72714). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

4.  United  Nations  World  Environment  Day  Accords — Prioritizing  three  key  actions  for  adoption  by  the 
Commission  on  the  Environment  for  2008.  The  Committee  will  receive  public  comment  on  what  the 
priorities  for  the  Urban  Environmental  Accords  should  be  for  the  third  year  (Explanatory  Document: 
Urban  Environmental  Accords  Recommendations  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/UrbanEnvironmentalAccordsStatus200 

(Discussion  and  Action). 

SPONSOR:  Chair  Johanna  Wald 
SPEAKER:  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 

5.  Carbon  Tax  Proposals  (Discussion  and  Action)  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Resolution  File  2008- 

02-COE  (Word)  http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportino/2008/CarbonTaxResolutionDraft2008- 
02-CQE.doc). 

SPONSOR:  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 
SPEAKERS:  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director  and  Melissa  Capria,  Climate  Action  Coordinator, 

Department  of  the  Environment 

6.  Announcements 

7.  Commission  Secretary  Report  on  Correspondence  Received  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 
(Explanatory  Document:  Commission  Secretary  Report) 

8.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address- the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

9.  Adjournment 


The  next  Policy  Committee  Meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  February  1 1 ,  2008  at  5:00  p.m.,  Room  421 ,  City  Hall. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 


**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting.asp?id=61 005, 
(3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355- 
3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish@sfqov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  Explanatory  documents  that  are  received 


after  posting  of  this  agenda  are  available  on  the  website  or  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  the  contact  information  listed 
above. 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 
may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 
by  the  public  will  exceed  1 5  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 
applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 
to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the 
Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and 
the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI 
accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall  be 
4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meeting, 
a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to 
make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (41 5)  554-6789  or  (41 5)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 
Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Jr.,  Sunshine  Task  Force 
Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724; 
Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf(5)sfqov.orq.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine 
Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfqov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 
Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-31 12;  web  site  atwww.sfgov.org/ethics. 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  '.he  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin,  written  comments 
regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  1 1  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which  cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission 
Secretary  by  that  time  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above. 

When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree-free 
paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary  and  the  public. 


Posted:  January  10,  2008 


3  1223  08514  6448 


Done 

Urban  Environmental  Accords 

The  Urban  Environmental  Accords  sets  out  21  actions  in  7  key  areas: 


Theme 


Status 


Responsibility 
&  Relevant 
Organizations 


Energy 


Action  1 :  Adopt  and  implement  a  policy  to  increase  the 
use  of  renewable  energy  to  meet  ten  percent  of  the  city's 
peak  electric  load  within  seven  years. 


There  are  two  key  programs  in 
this  area  CA  RPS  which  will 
result  in  20%  renewable 
energy  by  201 7;  and  the 
installation  of  renewable 
energy  within  CCSF.  2005 
Based  of  5;  CPUC  approved 
$3  billion  solar  incentive 
program;  SFE  received 
funding  for  wave  and  tidal 
research.  Wind  facility  being 
proposed  for  Treasure  Island. 


SFE,  SFPUC, 
PG&E 


Action  2:  Adopt  and  implement  a  policy  to  reduce  the 
city's  peak  electric  load  by  ten  percent  within  seven  years 
through  energy  efficiency,  shifting  the  timing  of  energy 
demands,  and  conservation  measures. 


SFE  &  PG&E  engaged  in 
program  to  achieve  1% 
efficiency  p/y.  Would  need  to 
increase  funding  to  meet  this 
goal. 


SFE  &  PG&E 


Action  3:  Adopt  a  citywide  greenhouse  gas  reduction 
plan  that  reduces  the  jurisdictions  emissions  by  twenty- 
five  percent  by  2030,  and  which  includes  a  system  for 
accounting  and  auditing  greenhouse  gas  emissions. 


SF  has  committed  to  reduce 
GHGto  pre1990  levels  by 
2012.  We  have  hired  GHG 
point-person  for  City  and  are 
now  exploring  GHG  trading 
programs.  A  key  in  this  area 
will  be  converting  City  and 
other  fleets  to  bio-diesel. 


SFE,  BAAQMD, 
MUNI,  CalEPA, 


Waste  Reduction 


Action  4:  Establish  a  policy  to  achieve  zero  waste  to 
landfills  and  incinerators  by  2040. 


We  have  established  the 
targets  of  75%  diversion  by 
201 0  and  zero  waste  zero 
waste  by  2020.  '06  rate  set  up 
incentives  for  75%  target. 
Latest  diversion  study  shows 
that  we  can  only  get  to  85%  at 
which  point  we  will  need  to 
redesign  products  and 
establish  take-back  &  other 
manufacture  responsibility 
programs.  Passage  and 
implementation  of  the  C&D 
Ordinance  is  critical.  In  2007 
we  are  69%  diversion  rate. 


SFE,  Norcal,  City 
Residents  and 
Businesses. 


Action  5:  Adopt  a  citywide  law  that  reduce 
disposable,  toxic,  or  r 


nonrenewable  product 


Action  6:  Implement  "user-friendly"  recycling  and 
composting  programs,  with  the  goal  of  reducing  by 
twenty  percent  per  capita  solid  waste  disposal  to  landfill 
and  incineration  in  seven  years. 


This  has  been  accomplished 
through  Fantastic  3  Program. 
We  are  now  pursuing  research 
into  mandatory  recycling  laws. 


SFE,  Norcal 


Urban  Design 


Action  7:  Adopt  a  policy  that  mandates  a  green  building 
rating  system  standard  that  applies  to  all  new  municipal 
buildings. 


This  has  been  accomplished. 
Standards  have  also  been 
created  for  both  commercial 
and  residential  sectors. 


SFE,  DBI,  DPW 


rdi 


dvance  higner  density,  mixed  use,  waikable, 
disabled-accessible  neighborhoods 
nate  land  use  and  transportation  with  open  space 
ir  recreation  and  ecological  reconstruction. 


Mayor  has  hirod  rtow 


f  City  Greening  who  will  be 
Actior 
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Urban  Nature 


Action  10:  Ensure  that  there  is  an  accessible  public  park 
or  recreational  open  space  within  half-a-kilometerof 
every  city  resident  by  2015. 


We  will  be  adding  new 
community  parks  in  the  coming 
year  but  need  baseline  to 
evaluate  whether  we  have 
achieved  this  goal. 


RPD,  Planning, 
DPW 


Action  1 1 :  Conduct  an  inventory  of  existing  canopy 
coverage  in  your  city;  and,  then  establish  a  goal  based 
on  ecological  and  community  considerations  to  plant  and 
maintain  canopy  coverage  in  not  less  than  fifty  percent  of 
all  available  sidewalk  planting  sites. 


Conducted  inventory  through 
UC  Davis  &  UFORE  studies. 
We  have  668,000  trees  with 
100,000  street  trees.  This 
represents  44%  of  available 
sidewalk  planting  sites.  We 
therefore  need  to  plant  14,000 
to  get  to  50%  but  could  plant 
up  to  100,000  to  get  us  to 
80%. 


UFC,  FUF,  DPW 


>n  that  protect: 
habitat  characteristics  (e.g. 
Iter  for  wildlife 
inable  develc 


Transportation 


Action  13:  Develop  and  implement  a  policy  which 
expands  affordable  public  transportation  coverage  to 
within  half-a-kilometer  of  all  city  residents  in  ten  years. 


This  exists  in  San  Francisco. 


MTC,  SFCTA, 
MTA 


Action  14:  Pass  a  law  or  implement  a  program  that 
eliminates  leaded  gasoline  (where  it  is  still  used);  phases 
down  sulfur  levels  in  diesel  and  gasoline  fuels,  concurrent 
with  using  advanced  emission  controls  on  all  buses,  taxis, 
and  public  fleets  to  reduce  particulate  matter  and  smog- 
forming  emissions  from  those  fleets  by  fifty  percent  in 
seven  years. 


Leaded  gasoline  is  banned  in 
California  and  the  US.  Ultra- 
low  sulfur  diesel  will  be 
mandatory  in  all  fleets  in  CA  by 
2007.  We  have  successful 
CNG  and  Hybrid  taxi  program 
and  groundbreaking  LNG 
garbage  truck  program.  MUNI 
just  purchased  86  hybrid 
buses. 


SFE,  BAAQMD, 
CARB,  EPA 


ircent  in  seven  years. 


are  workin' 
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Environmental  Health 


■  i  '        'i  •     mi,  i<h  nitii'y  oi 

10  j)l-Oi 

not,  ohomieol,  | 

BPltHalTI '  i ;  ■•  1  wkl  iiii  <||: 

!  <;ity  ti 

;  it  ropro^onte  tho| 

1  :M.\t)\) 

t  ;.i  low  ..inc.!  provkk] 

■  1       llill   1    lli'  ! 

it:;  II  :: 

:  by  tiio  riiunigii):.i|( 

I  ho  ohormooi 
vloroiiiy.  VVo 

lOOl  Witl  I  1 1: 


id  environmental 
anic  foods.  Ensure 


Action  17:  Promote  the  publi 
benefits  of  supporting  locally 
that  twenty  percent  of  all  city  facilities  (including  schools) 
serve  locally  grown  and  organic  food  within  seven  years. 


Need  to  pass  an  ordinance 
requiring  that  this  goal  be  met. 
A  lot  activities  around  the1 
romotion  of  healthier  fo 
eluding  opening  BVHP 


DPH,  SFE, 
SFUSD 


Action  18:  Establish  an  Air  Quality  Index  (AQI)  to  measure 
the  level  of  air  pollution  and  set  the  goal  of  reducing  by 
ten  percent  in  seven  years  the  number  of  days 
categorized  in  the  AQI  range  as  "unhealthy"  or 
"hazardous." 


AQI  exists  in  San  Francisco 
and  Bay  Area. 


BAAQMD 


Water 


Action  19:  Develop  policies  to  increase  adequate  access 
to  safe  drinking  water,  aiming  at  access  for  all  by  201 5. 


Action  20:  Protect  the  ecological  integrity  of  the  city's 
primary  drinking  water  sources  (i.e.,  aquifers,  rivers, 
lakes,  wetlands  and  associated  ecosystems). 


SFPUC  has  excellent 
watershed  management 
programs  including  IPM  goat 
program  at  Hetch  Hetchy. 


SFPUC 


jme  ot  untreated 
wastewater  discharges  by  10  percent  in  seven 
irough  the  expanded  use  of  recycled  water  anc 
iplementation  of  a  sustainable  urban  watershe 
lanning  process  that  includes  participants  of  all ; 

based  on  sound  economic,  social, 
rinciples 


ughout  the  city. 


FILE  NO.  2008-02-COE 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


1  [San  Francisco  Carbon  Tax] 
2 

3  Resolution  endorsing  a  San  Francisco  Carbon  Tax. 

4  WHEREAS,  In  2007  The  Intergovernmental  Panel  on  Climate  Change  released  an 

5  assessment  that  stated  "Warming  of  the  climate  system  is  unequivocal,  as  is  now  evident 

6  from  observations  of  increases  in  global  average  air  and  ocean  temperatures,  widespread 

7  melting  of  snow  and  ice,  and  rising  global  average  sea  level";  and 

8  WHEREAS,  Sir  Nicholas  Stern,  author  of  "The  Stern  Review  on  the  Economics  of 

9  Climate  Change"  has  stated  that  "Policy  to  reduce  emissions  should  be  based  on  three 

10  essential  elements:  carbon  pricing,  technology  policy,  and  removal  of  barriers  to  behavioral 

11  change.";  and 

12  WHEREAS,  In  2002,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  adopted  Resolution  158-02  that  called 

13  for  the  City  to  develop  plans  to  reduce  its  greenhouse  gas  emissions  to  20%  below  1990 

14  levels  by  the  year  2012;  and 

15  WHEREAS,  The  2004  Climate  Action  Plan  For  San  Francisco  identifies  measures  to 

16  be  implemented  that  address  technology  policy  and  behavior  change  strategies  that  will  lead 

1 7  the  city  towards  achieving  its  201 2  greenhouse  gas  target,  but  does  not  fully  address  carbon 

18  pricing;  and 

19  WHEREAS,  San  Francisco  Mayor  Gavin  Newsom  announced  in  December  2007  his 

20  intention  to  pursue  the  development  of  local  carbon  taxes,  which  shift  the  tax  burden  from 

21  social  positives  such  as  job  creation  to  the  negative  externality  of  greenhouse  gas  pollution; 

22  now,  therefore  be  it 

23  RESOLVED,  That  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  supports  the  concept  of  a 

24  carbon  tax  and  encourages  Mayor  Newsom  to  determine  how  such  a  tax  would  be  structured, 

25  and  whether  it  would  be  feasible  to  replace  the  existing  payroll  tax  with  a  carbon  tax. 


Commission  on  the  Environment 


Page  1 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 


1  I  hereby  certify  that  this  Resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Commission  on  the 

2  Environment  at  its  January  22,  2008  Meeting. 
3 

4 
5 
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9 
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Commission  on  the  Environment 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
POLICY  COMMITTEE 


REGULAR  MEETING 
DRAFT  MINUTES  DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 

Monday,  January  14,  2008,  5:00  P.M. 

City  Hall,  Room  421  JAN  2  h  2G08 

One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102  SAN  FRANCISCO 

PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair);  Ruth  Gravanis  and  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 


1 .  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting 
convened  at  5:03  p.m.  Present:  Commissioners  Wald,  Gravanis  and  Martin. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  December  10,  2007  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting. 

(Discussion  and  Action)  Upon  Motion  By  Commissioner  Martin  and  second  by  Commissioner 
Gravanis,  the  December  10,  2007  meeting  minutes  were  approved  (AYES:  Commissioners 
Gravanis,  Martin  and  Wald)  (Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Minutes  of  the  December  10,  2007 

Policy  Committee  Meeting  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=72714). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within 
the  Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this 
time. 


4.  United  Nations  World  Environment  Day  Accords — Prioritizing  three  key  actions  for 

adoption  by  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  for  2008.  The  Committee  will  receive  public 
comment  on  what  the  priorities  for  the  Urban  Environmental  Accords  should  be  for  the  third  year 
(Explanatory  Document:  Urban  Environmental  Accords  Recommendations  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfgov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supporting/2008/UrbanEnvironmentalAccordsStatus2008.pdf)  and  AcCOTd 

Recommendations  Memo  (Word) 

http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetings/pc/supporting/2008/Accord%20Priorities%202008%20Memo.doc 

(Discussion  and  Action). 

SPONSOR:  Chair  Johanna  Wald 
SPEAKER:  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 


Commissioner  Gravanis  volunteered  her  assistance  in  updating  the  Urban  Environmental  Accords 
Recommendations  document  to  include  more  detailed  information  on  (1 )  additional  work  that  has 
been  done  on  the  accords  by  various  agencies  and  (2)  work  that  still  needs  to  be  done.  Deputy 
Director  Assmann  suggested  adding  links  to  the  Department's  Strategic  Plan  and  related  activities 
by  other  City  departments. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  discussed  reasons  for  not  recommending  Accords  2,  10,  and  13  as 
follows: 
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Action  2:  Energy.  Adopt  and  implement  a  policy  to  reduce  the  city's  peak  electric  load 
by  ten  percent  within  seven  years  through  energy  efficiency,  shifting  the  timing  of 
energy  demands,  and  conservation  measures.  Reason:  The  Department  of  the 
Environment  and  PG&E  are  engaged  in  a  program  to  achieve  1%  efficiency  p/y.  This  accord 
was  not  chosen  because  there  isn't  funding  to  reasonably  achieve  this  goal  in  a  short  period  of 
time. 

Action  10:  Urban  Nature.  Ensure  that  there  is  an  accessible  public  park  or  recreational 
open  space  within  half-a-kilometer  of  every  city  resident  by  2015.  Reason:  Community 
parks  will  be  added  in  the  coming  year,  but  a  baseline  is  needed  to  evaluate  whether  the  goal 
has  been  achieved.  Mapping  is  being  worked  on  and  will  be  evaluated  to  see  if  the  goal  has 
already  been  achieved.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  consulting  the  Neighborhood  Parks 
Council  on  their  work  on  the  mapping  project. 

Action  13:  Transportation.  Develop  and  implement  a  policy  which  expands  affordable 
public  transportation  coverage  to  within  half-a-kilometer  of  all  city  residents  in  ten 
years.  This  exists  in  San  Francisco  so  has  been  completed.  Director  Blumenfeld  indicated 
that  he  would  reflect  that  this  action  had  been  completed  in  the  Accords  Recommendation 
status  document  and  memo. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  on  Action  19,  the  Department  of  the  Environment  could 
work  with  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC)  to  assist  in  educating  the 
public  on  the  concept  of  green  building  and  low  water  use,  low  maintenance,  and  habitat- 
friendly  landscaping.  Commissioner  Martin  discussed  reducing  water  consumption  by  water 
recycling  methods  and  capturing  of  storm  water.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the 
Department's  Green  Building  team  could  work  on  coordination  of  this  effort.  Deputy  Director 
Assmann  stated  that  Tamar  Hurwitz,  Department's  School  Education  program,  works  on  water 
conservation  educational  programs  in  schools. 

Director  Blumenfeld  discussed  work  completed  on  Action  1  Energy:  Adopt  and  implement  a 
policy  to  increase  the  use  of  renewable  energy  to  meet  ten  percent  of  the  city's  peak 
electric  load  within  seven  years.  It  was  stated  that  there  is  $4  million  dollars  in  funding  for 
training  programs  for  at  risk  youth  and  former  gang  members  to  be  solar  installers,  to  become 
gardeners  in  the  Bayview,  and  for  biodiesel  activities.  A  discussion  was  held  on  additional 
funding  mechanisms  for  energy  related  work  (1)  $125  million  Energy  Bill  authorization  that 
would  include  funding  for  research  and  project  implementation  of  green  jobs;  (2)  $7  million  a 
year  from  the  City  and  County  to  focus  on  green  jobs,  and  (3)  state  funding  for  energy  training 
and  jobs.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  a  report  is  being  commissioned  from  San  Francisco 
State  University  on  all  the  green  collar  jobs  that  exist  in  San  Francisco.  In  addition,  a  new 
Clean  Tech  Coordinator  has  been  hired  that  would  be  spending  half  of  his  time  at  the 
Department  and  the  other  half  in  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  Development. 

Chair  Wald  discussed  turning  off  lights  in  buildings  during  evening  hours  when  people  are  not 
working.  Director  Blumenfeld  indicated  that  the  lights  are  left  on  for  building  maintenance.  Cal 
Broomhead,  Energy  Manager,  discussed  the  possibility  of  installing  building  occupancy 
sensors.  It  was  stated  that  a  discussion  had  previously  been  held  with  Unions  and  the  Building 
Owners  Managers  Association  (BOMA)  on  this  topic  without  resolution.  Commissioner  Martin 
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suggested  adding  a  requirement  to  building  maintenance  contracts.  A  discussion  was  held  on 
providing  employer  incentives  for  reducing  energy  usage.  Director  Blumenfeld  discussed  (1) 
the  Department  working  on  getting  approval  from  the  SFPUC  for  a  pilot  project  to  install  LED 
streetlights  on  an  approved  street  possibly  in  front  of  1 1  Grove  Street  and  (2)  creating  a  priority 
work  list  for  discussion  with  the  new  SFPUC  General  Manager.  Chair  Wald  and  Commissioner 
Martin  asked  that  the  Policy  Committee  review  the  prioritized  list  at  a  future  Policy  Committee 
meeting. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  requested  that  on  Accord  Action  8,  "reconstruction"  be  changed  to 
"restoration." 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  Martin,  the  Committee 
recommended  the  following  Urban  Environmental  Accord  Actions  for  the  Commission's 
consideration  at  the  January  22  meeting  (AYES:  Commissioners  Gravanis,  Martin  and  Wald): 

Action  9:  Adopt  a  policy  or  implement  a  program  that  creates  environmentally  beneficial  jobs 
in  low-income  neighborhoods. 

Action  16:  Every  year,  identify  one  product,  chemical,  or  compound  that  is  used  within  the  city 
that  represents  the  greatest  risk  to  human  health  and  adopt  a  law  and  provide  incentives  to 
reduce  or  eliminate  its  use  by  the  municipal  government. 

Action  19:  Adopt  and  implement  policies  to  reduce  water  consumption  by  ten  percent  by 
2015. 

5.  Carbon  Tax  Proposals  (Discussion  and  Action)  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Resolution  File 
2008-02-COE  (Word) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/CarbonTaxResolutionDraft2008-02-COE.doc  and  "The 

Business  Case  for  a  San  Francisco  Waste  Offset  Fee"  (Word) 

http://\vebl  .sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetings/pc/supporting/2008/2007-  12-09SFDOEBusinessCaseFINAL.doc.) 

SPONSOR:  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 

SPEAKERS:  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director  and  Melissa  Capria,  Climate  Action  Coordinator, 
Department  of  the  Environment 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  there  are  three  elements  to  carbon  emissions:  transportation, 
building  energy,  and  waste.  It  was  stated  that  in  order  for  a  carbon  tax  to  be  effective,  financial 
incentives  have  to  be  created  in  order  to  reduce  carbon  in  three  of  those  areas.  Energy:  The  City 
has  a  Utility  User  Fee  (UUF)  of  7.5%  of  a  businesses'  energy  bill  that  goes  to  the  City  and  adds  up 
to  $70  million  a  year.  The  original  thought  was  to  offset  the  payroll  tax  with  an  increase  of  the  UUF 
fee — if  the  total  amount  of  revenue  and  the  UUF  was  $100  million  and  you  increased  it  to  $150 
million  that  $50  million  would  go  to  repay  everyone  paying  payroll  tax  equally.  The  issue  would  be 
that  it  would  not  create  any  incentive  direct  relationship  between  the  increase  in  the  UUF  and 
action  to  reduce  energy.  One  of  the  current  ideas  is  a  way  to  create  a  carbon  fund  with  that 
additional  $50  million  to  pay  for  energy  efficiency  and  companies  that  wanted  to  be  more  energy 
efficient  could  use  that  money.  Chair  Wald  suggested  researching  ways  to  reward  companies  for 
reducing  their  energy  use. 
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Transportation:  Director  Blumenfeld  discussed  structuring  the  payroll  tax  in  such  a  way  that  if 
you  are  part  of  the  commuter  benefits  program,  the  employer  would  pay  less  payroll  tax  for  those 
employees. 

Waste:  Deputy  Director  Assmann  discussed  implementing  a  fee  on  carbon  emissions  from  waste 
in  order  to  incentivize  further  reductions  and  increase  diversions  from  the  landfill.  A  discussion 
was  held  on  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  instrument  "Warm  Model"  that  was  used 
to  run  calculations  on  disposal  of  material  sent  to  landfill  at  the  Altamont  landfill  and  the  Presidio 
School  of  Management  report  "The  Business  Case  for  a  San  Francisco  Waste  Offset  Fee."  It 
was  found  that  if  in  1990,  all  recyclable  and  compostable  material  that  went  to  landfill  would  have 
been  recycled  and  composted,  carbon  emissions  would  have  been  reduced  by  877,000  tons.  In 
2005,  if  everything  was  recycled  and  composted,  carbon  emissions  would  have  been  reduced  by 
649,000  tons.  There  were  gains  made  in  15  years — carbon  emissions  had  been  reduced  by 
228,000  tons  by  recycling  and  composting;  however  it  was  found  that  62  1/2  percent  of  all  the 
waste  that  is  sent  to  landfill  is  either  recyclable  or  compostable. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  discussed  implementing  an  offset  fee  on  a  per  ton  basis  in  order  to 
decrease  the  amount  of  material  going  to  landfill.  That  fee  money  would  be  put  into  a  local  carbon 
offset  fund.  Methods  to  achieve  that  would  be  to  (1 )  charge  a  waste  offset  fee  on  every  ton  going 
to  landfill  that  is  either  compostable  or  recyclable;  and  (2)  to  use  the  fee  as  a  vehicle  to  make  sure 
the  City  reaches  its  target  of  a  75%  diversion  goal  by  201 0.  If  the  target  is  not  met,  a  waste  fee 
would  be  charged  on  the  percentage  not  achieved.  Director  Blumenfeld  discussed  mandatory 
recycling  that  would  be  implemented  in  the  201 1  rate  cycle,  so  that  a  fee  would  be  charged  to 
those  not  recycling  (commercial  and  residential).  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  funds 
to  reduce  waste  could  also  be  used  for  alternative  waste  reduction  programs.  Commissioners 
discussed  working  on  solutions  to  illegal  dumping.  Chair  Wald  suggested  a  virtual  warehouse 
concept  for  residents. 

Director  Blumenfeld  discussed  the  Presidio  School's  research  on  looking  at  the  carbon  content  of 
purchased  items  and  the  possibility  of  mandating  a  fee  so  that  consumers  are  responsible  for 
emissions  related  to  consumption.  Chair  Wald  suggested  a  public  involvement  effort  to  determine 
how  to  implement  this  concept  and  think  of  solutions  so  there  is  a  system  in  place  by  201 1 . 

Commissioners  discussed  editing  the  Draft  Resolution  Resolved  clause  as  follows:  "Resolved, 
That  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  supports  the  concepts  of  mitigating  carbon  emissions 
associated  with  transportation,  waste,  and  building  energy  and  encourages  Mayor  Newsom  to 
determine  how  best  to  achieve  this  mitigation  through  appropriate  carbon  taxes  and  other  means 
and  how  best  to  expend  the  funds  that  are  so  raised."  Chair  Wald  suggested  adding  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  to  the  Resolution.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  the  Resolution  seems  to  be 
focused  on  businesses  and  recommended  emphasizing  consumer  responsibility.  Deputy  Director 
Assmann  stated  that  the  waste  section  would  address  consumer  responsibility. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  requested  that  there  be  an  understanding  that  the  Department  will  come 
back  to  the  Commission  with  a  definition  of  how  the  carbon  tax  that  is  raised  will  be  expended  and 
mandated.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  Department  would  be  making  a  future  presentation 
to  the  Commission  to  describe  the  local  carbon  offset  program  that  the  Department  is  currently 
working  on  and  to  articulate  what  the  funds  would  be  used  for.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  he 
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would  work  with  one  of  the  Committee  members  to  wordsmith  the  Resolution  to  bring  back  to  the 
full  Commission  for  their  January  22  meeting. 

6.  Announcements.  New  business  was  discussed  during  this  agenda  item.  Commissioner  Martin 
requested  a  status  report  on  the  synthetic  turf  installation  discussed  at  the  December  Policy 
Committee  meeting.  Director  Blumenfeld  presented  a  recommendation  letter  that  he  had  sent  to 
the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  (RPD)  General  Manager  (Explanatory  Document:  Artificial 
Turf  Letter  to  RPD  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/ArtficialTurfLettertoRPDFi  Commissioner 

Martin  reported  that  she  had  received  an  inquiry  from  a  member  of  the  public  asking  about  the 
effects  of  synthetic  turf  on  birds.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  Department  has  minimal 
information  on  this  topic  at  this  time.  Commissioner  Gravanis  discussed  voter's  possible 
opposition  to  Proposition  A  because  of  the  artificial  turf  installation  project.  It  was  stated  that  the 
language  in  Proposition  A  does  not  require  that  artificial  turf  be  installed. 

Chair  Wald  asked  that  the  newly  appointed  Climate  and  City  Greening  Directors  be  invited  to  a 
future  Policy  Committee  meeting.  Commissioner  Gravanis  requested  that  SFPUC  staff,  Ms.  Rosey 
Jencks  and  Ms.  Arleen  Navarett  be  asked  to  attend  a  future  Policy  meeting  to  discuss  the 
Commission's  additional  questions  on  Low  Impact  Development  (LID)  measures  as  part  of  the 
Wastewater  Master  Plan.  A  request  was  also  made  to  schedule  a  follow-up  discussion  to  include 
the  Commissioner's  suggestions  on  San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority's  (SFCTA) 
congestion  management  proposal.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  SFCTA  may  be  suggesting 
a  Resolution  for  the  Committee  to  consider  at  their  February  Policy  meeting.  Commissioner 
Gravanis  asked  that  Mr.  Michael  Cohen  do  a  follow-up  presentation  on  the  Treasure  Island  and 
Hunters  Point  Candlestick  Plan.  It  was  stated  that  the  project  now  has  a  new  name  "Bayview 
Waterfront  Project."  Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  that  presentation  materials  be  provided  to 
Commissioners  in  advance  of  the  meeting  for  better  review.  Chair  Wald  asked  that  Commissioner 
King  or  a  representative  from  the  Bayview  Hunters  Point  Project  Area  Committee  attend  the  next 
Policy  Committee  meeting  in  order  to  hear  their  comments  on  the  Bayview  Waterfront  Project 
Plan.  Director  Blumenfeld  announced  that  Commissioner  Mok  would  be  leaving  the  Commission 
and  would  be  replaced  with  Commissioner  Matthew  Tuchow. 

7.  Commission  Secretary  Report  on  Correspondence  Received  (Informational  Report  and 
Discussion).  Ms.  Fish  reported  that  the  Mayor's  Office  had  requested  Commissioner's  Resumes 
and  birth  month  and  days. 

8.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within 
the  Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this 
time. 

9.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  6:43  p.m. 

The  next  Policy  Committee  Meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  February  11,  2008  at  5:00  p.m., 
Room  421,  City  Hall. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 
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**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy 
Committee's  website  http://sfgov.orq/site/sfenvironment  meeting.asp?id=61 005,  (3)  by  clicking  on 
the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at 
telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish@sfqov.org. 

Approved: 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
POLICY  COMMITTEE 


REGULAR  MEETING 
DRAFT  MINUTES-Amended 
Monday,  January  14,  2008,  5:00  P.M. 
City  Hall,  Room  421 
One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 


FEB  -  6  2C08 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair);  Ruth  Gravanis  and  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 

1 .  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting 
convened  at  5:03  p.m.  Present:  Commissioners  Wald,  Gravanis  and  Martin. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  December  10,  2007  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting. 

(Discussion  and  Action)  Upon  Motion  By  Commissioner  Martin  and  second  by  Commissioner 
Gravanis,  the  December  10,  2007  meeting  minutes  were  approved  (AYES:  Commissioners 
Gravanis,  Martin  and  Wald)  (Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Minutes  of  the  December  10,  2007 

Policy  Committee  Meeting  http://sfaov.org/site/sfenvironment  paae.asp?id=72714). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within 
the  Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this 


4.  United  Nations  World  Environment  Day  Accords — Prioritizing  three  key  actions  for 

adoption  by  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  for  2008.  The  Committee  will  receive  public 
comment  on  what  the  priorities  for  the  Urban  Environmental  Accords  should  be  for  the  third  year 
(Explanatory  Document:  Urban  Environmental  Accords  Recommendations  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfaov.ora/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinas/pc/supportina/2008/UrbanEnvironmentalAccordsStatus2008.pdf)  and  AcCOTd 

Recommendations  Memo  (Word) 

http://web1.sfaov.ora/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinas/pc/supporting/2008/ Accord%20Priorities%202008%20Memo.doc 

(Discussion  and  Action). 


Commissioner  Gravanis  volunteered  her  assistance  in  updating  the  Urban  Environmental  Accords 
Recommendations  document  to  include  more  detailed  information  on  (1)  additional  work  that  has 
been  done  on  the  accords  by  various  agencies  and  (2)  work  that  still  needs  to  be  done.  Deputy 
Director  Assmann  suggested  adding  links  to  the  Department's  Strategic  Plan  and  related  activities 
by  other  City  departments. 


time. 


SPONSOR:  Chair  Johanna  Wald 
SPEAKER:  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 


Deputy  Director  Assmann  discussed  reasons  for  not  recommending  Accords  2,  10,  and  13  as 
follows: 
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Action  2:  Energy.  Adopt  and  implement  a  policy  to  reduce  the  city's  peak  electric  load 
by  ten  percent  within  seven  years  through  energy  efficiency,  shifting  the  timing  of 
energy  demands,  and  conservation  measures.  Reason:  The  Department  of  the 
Environment  and  PG&E  are  engaged  in  a  program  to  achieve  1%  efficiency  p/y.  This  accord 
was  not  chosen  because  there  isn't  funding  to  reasonably  achieve  this  goal  in  a  short  period  of 
time. 

Action  10:  Urban  Nature.  Ensure  that  there  is  an  accessible  public  park  or  recreational 
open  space  within  half-a-kilometer  of  every  city  resident  by  2015.  Reason:  Community 
parks  will  be  added  in  the  coming  year,  but  a  baseline  is  needed  to  evaluate  whether  the  goal 
has  been  achieved.  Mapping  is  being  worked  on  and  will  be  evaluated  to  see  if  the  goal  has 
already  been  achieved.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  consulting  the  Neighborhood  Parks 
Council  on  their  work  on  the  mapping  project. 

Action  13:  Transportation.  Develop  and  implement  a  policy  which  expands  affordable 
public  transportation  coverage  to  within  half-a-kilometer  of  all  city  residents  in  ten 
years.  This  exists  in  San  Francisco  so  has  been  completed.  Director  Blumenfeld  indicated 
that  he  would  reflect  that  this  action  had  been  completed  in  the  Accords  Recommendation 
status  document  and  memo. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  on  Action  19,  the  Department  of  the  Environment  could 
work  with  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC)  to  assist  in  educating  the 
public  on  the  concept  of  green  building  and  low  water  use,  low  maintenance,  and  habitat- 
friendly  landscaping.  Commissioner  Martin  discussed  reducing  water  consumption  by  water 
recycling  methods  and  capturing  of  storm  water.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the 
Department's  Green  Building  team  could  work  on  coordination  of  this  effort.  Deputy  Director 
Assmann  stated  that  Tamar  Hurwitz,  Department's  School  Education  program,  works  on  water 
conservation  educational  programs  in  schools. 

Director  Blumenfeld  discussed  work  completed  on  Action  1  Energy:  Adopt  and  implement  a 
policy  to  increase  the  use  of  renewable  energy  to  meet  ten  percent  of  the  city's  peak 
electric  load  within  seven  years.  It  was  stated  that  there  is  $4  million  dollars  in  funding  for 
training  programs  for  at  risk  youth  and  former  gang  members  to  be  solar  installers,  to  become 
gardeners  in  the  Bayview,  and  for  biodiesel  activities.  A  discussion  was  held  on  additional 
funding  mechanisms  for  energy  related  work  (1 )  $125  million  Energy  Bill  authorization  that 
would  include  funding  for  research  and  project  implementation  of  green  jobs;  (2)  $7  million  a 
year  from  the  City  and  County  to  focus  on  green  jobs,  and  (3)  state  funding  for  energy  training 
and  jobs.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  a  report  is  being  commissioned  from  San  Francisco 
State  University  on  all  the  green  collar  jobs  that  exist  in  San  Francisco.  In  addition,  a  new 
Clean  Tech  Coordinator  has  been  hired  that  would  be  spending  half  of  his  time  at  the 
Department  and  the  other  half  in  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  Development. 

Chair  Wald  discussed  turning  off  lights  in  buildings  during  evening  hours  when  people  are  not 
working.  Director  Blumenfeld  indicated  that  the  lights  are  left  on  for  building  maintenance.  Cal 
Broomhead,  Energy  Manager,  discussed  the  possibility  of  installing  building  occupancy 
sensors.  It  was  stated  that  a  discussion  had  previously  been  held  with  Unions  and  the  Building 
Owners  and  Managers  Association  (BOMA)  on  this  topic  without  resolution.  Commissioner 
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Martin  suggested  adding  a  requirement  to  building  maintenance  contracts.  A  discussion  was 
held  on  providing  employer  incentives  for  reducing  energy  usage.  Director  Blumenfeld 
discussed  (1)  the  Department  working  on  getting  approval  from  the  SFPUC  for  a  pilot  project 
to  install  LED  streetlights  on  an  approved  street  possibly  in  front  of  1 1  Grove  Street  and  (2) 
creating  a  priority  work  list  for  discussion  with  the  new  SFPUC  General  Manager.  Chair  Wald 
and  Commissioner  Martin  asked  that  the  Policy  Committee  review  the  prioritized  list  at  a  future 
Policy  Committee  meeting. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  requested  that  on  Accord  Action  8,  "reconstruction"  be  changed  to 
"restoration." 

Asked  which  product  would  be  chosen  for  reduction  or  elimination  under  Action  16,  Director 
Blumenfeld  indicated  that  Debbie  Raphael  would  be  asked  to  make  the  selection. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  Martin,  the  Committee 
recommended  the  following  Urban  Environmental  Accord  Actions  for  the  Commission's 
consideration  at  the  January  22  meeting  (AYES:  Commissioners  Gravanis,  Martin  and  Wald): 

Action  9:  Adopt  a  policy  or  implement  a  program  that  creates  environmentally  beneficial  jobs 
in  low-income  neighborhoods. 

Action  16:  Every  year,  identify  one  product,  chemical,  or  compound  that  is  used  within  the  city 
that  represents  the  greatest  risk  to  human  health  and  adopt  a  law  and  provide  incentives  to 
reduce  or  eliminate  its  use  by  the  municipal  government. 

Action  19:  Adopt  and  implement  policies  to  reduce  water  consumption  by  ten  percent  by 
2015. 

5.  Carbon  Tax  Proposals  (Discussion  and  Action)  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Resolution  File 
2008-02-COE  (Word) 

http://web1. sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironm ent/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/CarbonTaxResolutionDraft2008-02-COE.doc)  and  "The 

Business  Case  for  a  San  Francisco  Waste  Offset  Fee"  (Word) 

hUp://webl. sfeov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironm 

SPONSOR:  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 

SPEAKERS:  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director  and  Melissa  Capria,  Climate  Action  Coordinator, 
Department  of  the  Environment 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  there  are  three  elements  to  carbon  emissions:  transportation, 
building  energy,  and  waste.  It  was  stated  that  in  order  for  a  carbon  tax  to  be  effective,  financial 
incentives  have  to  be  created  in  order  to  reduce  carbon  in  three  of  those  areas.  Energy:  The  City 
has  a  Utility  User  Fee  (UUF)  of  7.5%  of  a  businesses'  energy  bill  that  goes  to  the  City  and  adds  up 
to  $70  million  a  year.  The  original  thought  was  to  offset  the  payroll  tax  with  an  increase  of  the  UUF 
fee — if  the  total  amount  of  revenue  and  the  UUF  was  $100  million  and  you  increased  it  to  $150 
million  that  $50  million  would  go  to  repay  everyone  paying  payroll  tax  equally.  The  issue  would  be 
that  it  would  not  create  any  incentive  direct  relationship  between  the  increase  in  the  UUF  and 
action  to  reduce  energy.  One  of  the  current  ideas  is  a  way  to  create  a  carbon  fund  with  that 
additional  $50  million  to  pay  for  energy  efficiency  and  companies  that  wanted  to  be  more  energy 
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efficient  could  use  that  money.  Chair  Wald  suggested  researching  ways  to  reward  companies  for 
reducing  their  energy  use. 

Transportation:  Director  Blumenfeld  discussed  structuring  the  payroll  tax  in  such  a  way  that  the 
employer  would  pay  less  payroll  tax  for  those  employees  who  use  the  commuter  benefits 
program. 

Waste:  Deputy  Director  Assmann  discussed  implementing  a  fee  on  carbon  emissions  from  waste 
in  order  to  incentivize  further  reductions  and  increase  diversions  from  the  landfill.  A  discussion 
was  held  on  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  instrument  "Warm  Model"  that  was  used 
to  run  calculations  on  disposal  of  material  sent  to  landfill  at  the  Altamont  landfill  and  by  the 
Presidio  School  of  Management  report  "The  Business  Case  for  a  San  Francisco  Waste  Offset 
Fee."  It  was  found  that  if  in  1990,  all  recyclable  and  compostable  material  that  went  to  landfill 
would  have  been  recycled  and  composted,  carbon  emissions  would  have  been  reduced  by 
877,000  tons.  In  2005,  if  everything  was  recycled  and  composted,  carbon  emissions  would  have 
been  reduced  by  649,000  tons.  There  were  gains  made  in  15  years — carbon  emissions  had  been 
reduced  by  228,000  tons  by  recycling  and  composting;  however  it  was  found  that  62  1/4  percent  of 
all  the  waste  that  is  sent  to  landfill  is  either  recyclable  or  compostable. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  discussed  implementing  an  offset  fee  on  a  per  ton  basis  in  order  to 
decrease  the  amount  of  material  going  to  landfill.  That  fee  money  would  be  put  into  a  local  carbon 
offset  fund.  Methods  to  achieve  that  would  be  to  (1 )  charge  a  waste  offset  fee  on  every  ton  going 
to  landfill  that  is  either  compostable  or  recyclable;  and  (2)  to  use  the  fee  as  a  vehicle  to  make  sure 
the  City  reaches  its  target  of  a  75%  diversion  goal  by  2010.  If  the  target  is  not  met,  a  waste  fee 
would  be  charged  on  the  percentage  not  achieved.  Director  Blumenfeld  discussed  mandatory 
recycling  that  would  be  implemented  in  the  201 1  rate  cycle,  so  that  a  fee  would  be  charged  to 
those  not  recycling  (commercial  and  residential).  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  funds 
to  reduce  waste  could  also  be  used  for  alternative  waste  reduction  programs.  Commissioners 
discussed  working  on  solutions  to  illegal  dumping.  Chair  Wald  suggested  a  virtual  warehouse 
concept  for  residents. 

Director  Blumenfeld  discussed  the  Presidio  School's  research  on  looking  at  the  carbon  content  of 
purchased  items  and  the  possibility  of  mandating  a  fee  so  that  consumers  are  responsible  for 
emissions  related  to  consumption.  Chair  Wald  suggested  a  public  involvement  effort  to  determine 
how  to  implement  this  concept  and  think  of  solutions  so  there  is  a  system  in  place  by  201 1 . 

Commissioners  discussed  editing  the  Draft  Resolution  Resolved  clause  as  follows:  "Resolved, 
That  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  supports  the  concepts  of  mitigating  carbon  emissions 
associated  with  transportation,  waste,  and  building  energy  and  encourages  Mayor  Newsom  to 
determine  how  best  to  achieve  this  mitigation  through  appropriate  carbon  taxes  and  other  means 
and  how  best  to  expend  the  funds  that  are  so  raised."  Chair  Wald  suggested  adding  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  to  the  Resolution.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  the  Resolution  seems  to  be 
focused  on  businesses  and  recommended  emphasizing  consumer  responsibility.  Deputy  Director 
Assmann  stated  that  the  waste  section  would  address  consumer  responsibility. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  requested  that  there  be  an  understanding  that  the  Department  will  come 
back  to  the  Commission  with  a  definition  of  how  the  carbon  tax  that  is  raised  will  be  expended. 
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Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  Department  would  be  making  a  future  presentation  to  the 
Commission  to  describe  the  local  carbon  offset  program  that  the  Department  is  currently  working 
on  and  to  articulate  what  the  funds  would  be  used  for.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  he  would 
work  with  one  of  the  Committee  members  to  wordsmith  the  Resolution  to  bring  back  to  the  full 
Commission  for  their  January  22  meeting. 

6.  Announcements.  New  business  was  discussed  during  this  agenda  item.  Commissioner  Martin 
requested  a  status  report  on  the  synthetic  turf  installation  discussed  at  the  December  Policy 
Committee  meeting.  Director  Blumenfeld  presented  a  recommendation  letter  that  he  had  sent  to 
the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  (RPD)  General  Manager  (Explanatory  Document:  Artificial 
Turf  Letter  to  RPD  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/Ai1ificialTurfLetterto  Commissioner 

Martin  reported  that  she  had  received  an  inquiry  from  a  member  of  the  public  asking  about  the 
effects  of  synthetic  turf  on  birds.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  Department  has  minimal 
information  on  this  topic  at  this  time.  Commissioner  Gravanis  discussed  voters'  possible 
opposition  to  Proposition  A  because  of  the  artificial  turf  installation  project.  It  was  stated  that  the 
language  in  Proposition  A  does  not  require  that  artificial  turf  be  installed. 

Chair  Wald  asked  that  the  newly  appointed  Climate  and  City  Greening  Directors  be  invited  to  a 
future  Policy  Committee  meeting.  Commissioner  Gravanis  requested  that  SFPUC  staff,  Ms.  Rosey 
Jencks  and  Ms.  Arleen  Navarett  be  asked  to  attend  a  future  Policy  meeting  to  discuss  the 
Commission's  additional  questions  on  Low  Impact  Development  (LID)  measures  as  part  of  the 
Wastewater  Master  Plan.  A  request  was  also  made  to  schedule  a  follow-up  discussion  to  include 
the  Commissioner's  suggestions  on  San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority's  (SFCTA) 
congestion  management  proposal.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  SFCTA  may  be  suggesting 
a  Resolution  for  the  Committee  to  consider  at  their  February  Policy  meeting.  Commissioner 
Gravanis  asked  that  Mr.  Michael  Cohen  do  a  follow-up  presentation  on  the  Treasure  Island  and 
Hunters  Point  Candlestick  Plan.  It  was  stated  that  the  project  now  has  a  new  name  "Bayview 
Waterfront  Project."  Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  that  presentation  materials  be  provided  to 
Commissioners  in  advance  of  the  meeting  for  better  review.  Chair  Wald  asked  that  Commissioner 
King  or  a  representative  from  the  Bayview  Hunters  Point  Project  Area  Committee  attend  the  next 
Policy  Committee  meeting  in  order  to  hear  their  comments  on  the  Bayview  Waterfront  Project 
Plan.  Director  Blumenfeld  announced  that  Commissioner  Mok  would  be  leaving  the  Commission 
and  would  be  replaced  with  Commissioner  Matthew  Tuchow. 

7.  Commission  Secretary  Report  on  Correspondence  Received  (Informational  Report  and 
Discussion).  Ms.  Fish  reported  that  the  Mayor's  Office  had  requested  Commissioner's  Resumes 
and  birth  month  and  days. 

8.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within 
the  Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this 
time. 

9.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  6:43  p.m. 

The  next  Policy  Committee  Meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  February  1 1 ,  2008  at  5:00  p.m., 
Room  421 ,  City  Hall. 
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Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy 
Committee's  website  http://sfqov.orq/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=61005.  (3)  by  clicking 
the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at 
telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish@sfgov.org. 


Approved: 
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COMMITTEE  MEMBERS: 
MarieFrancis  Martin 

1 .  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting 
convened  at  5:03  p.m.  Present:  Commissioners  Wald,  Gravanis  and  Martin. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  December  10,  2007  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting. 

(Discussion  and  Action)  Upon  Motion  By  Commissioner  Martin  and  second  by  Commissioner 
Gravanis,  the  December  10,  2007  meeting  minutes  were  approved  (AYES:  Commissioners 
Gravanis,  Martin  and  Wald)  (Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Minutes  of  the  December  10,  2007 

Policy  Committee  Meeting  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=72714). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within 
the  Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this 
time. 

4.  United  Nations  World  Environment  Day  Accords — Prioritizing  three  key  actions  for 
adoption  by  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  for  2008.  The  Committee  will  receive  public 
comment  on  what  the  priorities  for  the  Urban  Environmental  Accords  should  be  for  the  third  year 
(Explanatory  Document:  Urban  Environmental  Accords  Recommendations  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment7rneetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/UrbanEnvironmentalAccordsStatus2008. 

fidf)  and  Accord 

Recommendations  Memo  (Word) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/Accord%20Priorities%202008%20Memo.doc 

(Discussion  and  Action). 

SPONSOR:  Chair  Johanna  Wald 
SPEAKER:  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 

Commissioner  Gravanis  volunteered  her  assistance  in  updating  the  Urban  Environmental  Accords 
Recommendations  document  to  include  more  detailed  information  on  (1)  additional  work  that  has 
been  done  on  the  accords  by  various  agencies  and  (2)  work  that  still  needs  to  be  done.  Deputy 
Director  Assmann  suggested  adding  links  to  the  Department's  Strategic  Plan  and  related  activities 
by  other  City  departments. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  discussed  reasons  for  not  recommending  Accords  2,  10,  and  13  as 
follows: 


REGULAR  MEETING  nrsm  iracm-to  nm- 

APPROVED  MINUTES  DOCUMENTS  DEP 

Monday,  January  14,  2008,  5:00  P.M. 

City  Hall,  Room  421  rtB  2  1  2008 

One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place  SAN  FRANCISCO 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102  PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair);  Ruth  Gravanis  and  Jane 
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Action  2:  Energy.  Adopt  and  implement  a  policy  to  reduce  the  city's  peak  electric  load 
by  ten  percent  within  seven  years  through  energy  efficiency,  shifting  the  timing  of 
energy  demands,  and  conservation  measures.  Reason:  The  Department  of  the 
Environment  and  PG&E  are  engaged  in  a  program  to  achieve  1%  efficiency  p/y.  This  accord 
was  not  chosen  because  there  isn't  funding  to  reasonably  achieve  this  goal  in  a  short  period  of 
time. 

Action  10:  Urban  Nature.  Ensure  that  there  is  an  accessible  public  park  or  recreational 
open  space  within  half-a-kilometer  of  every  city  resident  by  2015.  Reason:  Community 
parks  will  be  added  in  the  coming  year,  but  a  baseline  is  needed  to  evaluate  whether  the  goal 
has  been  achieved.  Mapping  is  being  worked  on  and  will  be  evaluated  to  see  if  the  goal  has 
already  been  achieved.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  consulting  the  Neighborhood  Parks 
Council  on  their  work  on  the  mapping  project. 

Action  13:  Transportation.  Develop  and  implement  a  policy  which  expands  affordable 
public  transportation  coverage  to  within  half-a-kilometer  of  all  city  residents  in  ten 
years.  This  exists  in  San  Francisco  so  has  been  completed.  Director  Blumenfeld  indicated 
that  he  would  reflect  that  this  action  had  been  completed  in  the  Accords  Recommendation 
status  document  and  memo. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  on  Action  19,  the  Department  of  the  Environment  could 
work  with  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC)  to  assist  in  educating  the 
public  on  the  concept  of  green  building  and  low  water  use,  low  maintenance,  and  habitat- 
friendly  landscaping.  Commissioner  Martin  discussed  reducing  water  consumption  by  water 
recycling  methods  and  capturing  of  storm  water.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the 
Department's  Green  Building  team  could  work  on  coordination  of  this  effort.  Deputy  Director 
Assmann  stated  that  Tamar  Hurwitz,  Department's  School  Education  program,  works  on  water 
conservation  educational  programs  in  schools. 

Director  Blumenfeld  discussed  work  completed  on  Action  1  Energy:  Adopt  and  implement  a 
policy  to  increase  the  use  of  renewable  energy  to  meet  ten  percent  of  the  city's  peak 
electric  load  within  seven  years.  It  was  stated  that  there  is  $4  million  dollars  in  funding  for 
training  programs  for  at  risk  youth  and  former  gang  members  to  be  solar  installers,  to  become 
gardeners  in  the  Bayview,  and  for  biodiesel  activities.  A  discussion  was  held  on  additional 
funding  mechanisms  for  energy  related  work  (1)  $125  million  Energy  Bill  authorization  that 
would  include  funding  for  research  and  project  implementation  of  green  jobs;  (2)  $7  million  a 
year  from  the  City  and  County  to  focus  on  green  jobs,  and  (3)  state  funding  for  energy  training 
and  jobs.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  a  report  is  being  commissioned  from  San  Francisco 
State  University  on  all  the  green  collar  jobs  that  exist  in  San  Francisco.  In  addition,  a  new 
Clean  Tech  Coordinator  has  been  hired  that  would  be  spending  half  of  his  time  at  the 
Department  and  the  other  half  in  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  Development. 

Chair  Wald  discussed  turning  off  lights  in  buildings  during  evening  hours  when  people  are  not 
working.  Director  Blumenfeld  indicated  that  the  lights  are  left  on  for  building  maintenance.  Cal 
Broomhead,  Energy  Manager,  discussed  the  possibility  of  installing  building  occupancy 
sensors.  It  was  stated  that  a  discussion  had  previously  been  held  with  Unions  and  the  Building 
Owners  and  Managers  Association  (BOMA)  on  this  topic  without  resolution.  Commissioner 
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Martin  suggested  adding  a  requirement  to  building  maintenance  contracts.  A  discussion  was 
held  on  providing  employer  incentives  for  reducing  energy  usage.  Director  Blumenfeld 
discussed  (1)  the  Department  working  on  getting  approval  from  the  SFPUC  for  a  pilot  project 
to  install  LED  streetlights  on  an  approved  street  possibly  in  front  of  1 1  Grove  Street  and  (2) 
creating  a  priority  work  list  for  discussion  with  the  new  SFPUC  General  Manager.  Chair  Wald 
and  Commissioner  Martin  asked  that  the  Policy  Committee  review  the  prioritized  list  at  a  future 
Policy  Committee  meeting. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  requested  that  on  Accord  Action  8,  "reconstruction"  be  changed  to 
"restoration." 

Asked  which  product  would  be  chosen  for  reduction  or  elimination  under  Action  16,  Director 
Blumenfeld  indicated  that  Debbie  Raphael  would  be  asked  to  make  the  selection. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  Martin,  the  Committee 
recommended  the  following  Urban  Environmental  Accord  Actions  for  the  Commission's 
consideration  at  the  January  22  meeting  (AYES:  Commissioners  Gravanis,  Martin  and  Wald): 

Action  9:  Adopt  a  policy  or  implement  a  program  that  creates  environmentally  beneficial  jobs 
in  low-income  neighborhoods. 

Action  16:  Every  year,  identify  one  product,  chemical,  or  compound  that  is  used  within  the  city 
that  represents  the  greatest  risk  to  human  health  and  adopt  a  law  and  provide  incentives  to 
reduce  or  eliminate  its  use  by  the  municipal  government. 

Action  19:  Adopt  and  implement  policies  to  reduce  water  consumption  by  ten  percent  by 
2015. 

5.  Carbon  Tax  Proposals  (Discussion  and  Action)  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Resolution  File 
2008-02-COE  (Word) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenviro^  and  "The 

Business  Case  for  a  San  Francisco  Waste  Offset  Fee"  (Word) 

http://wcbl  .stgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetings/pc/suuporting/2008/2007-  12-09SFDOEBusinessCaseFrNAL.doc.) 

SPONSOR:  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 

SPEAKERS:  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director  and  Melissa  Capria,  Climate  Action  Coordinator, 
Department  of  the  Environment 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  there  are  three  elements  to  carbon  emissions:  transportation, 
building  energy,  and  waste.  It  was  stated  that  in  order  for  a  carbon  tax  to  be  effective,  financial 
incentives  have  to  be  created  in  order  to  reduce  carbon  in  three  of  those  areas.  Energy:  The  City 
has  a  Utility  User  Fee  (UUF)  of  7.5%  of  a  businesses'  energy  bill  that  goes  to  the  City  and  adds  up 
to  $70  million  a  year.  The  original  thought  was  to  offset  the  payroll  tax  with  an  increase  of  the  UUF 
fee — if  the  total  amount  of  revenue  and  the  UUF  was  $100  million  and  you  increased  it  to  $150 
million  that  $50  million  would  go  to  repay  everyone  paying  payroll  tax  equally.  The  issue  would  be 
that  it  would  not  create  any  incentive  direct  relationship  between  the  increase  in  the  UUF  and 
action  to  reduce  energy.  One  of  the  current  ideas  is  a  way  to  create  a  carbon  fund  with  that 
additional  $50  million  to  pay  for  energy  efficiency  and  companies  that  wanted  to  be  more  energy 
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efficient  could  use  that  money.  Chair  Wald  suggested  researching  ways  to  reward  companies  for 
reducing  their  energy  use. 

Transportation:  Director  Blumenfeld  discussed  structuring  the  payroll  tax  in  such  a  way  that  the 
employer  would  pay  less  payroll  tax  for  those  employees  who  use  the  commuter  benefits 
program. 

Waste:  Deputy  Director  Assmann  discussed  implementing  a  fee  on  carbon  emissions  from  waste 
in  order  to  incentivize  further  reductions  and  increase  diversions  from  the  landfill.  A  discussion 
was  held  on  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  instrument  "Warm  Model"  that  was  used 
to  run  calculations  on  disposal  of  material  sent  to  landfill  at  the  Altamont  landfill  and  by  the 
Presidio  School  of  Management  report  "The  Business  Case  for  a  San  Francisco  Waste  Offset 
Fee."  It  was  found  that  if  in  1990,  all  recyclable  and  compostable  material  that  went  to  landfill 
would  have  been  recycled  and  composted,  carbon  emissions  would  have  been  reduced  by 
877,000  tons.  In  2005,  if  everything  was  recycled  and  composted,  carbon  emissions  would  have 
been  reduced  by  649,000  tons.  There  were  gains  made  in  15  years — carbon  emissions  had  been 
reduced  by  228,000  tons  by  recycling  and  composting;  however  it  was  found  that  62  !4  percent  of 
all  the  waste  that  is  sent  to  landfill  is  either  recyclable  or  compostable. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  discussed  implementing  an  offset  fee  on  a  per  ton  basis  in  order  to 
decrease  the  amount  of  material  going  to  landfill.  That  fee  money  would  be  put  into  a  local  carbon 
offset  fund.  Methods  to  achieve  that  would  be  to  (1 )  charge  a  waste  offset  fee  on  every  ton  going 
to  landfill  that  is  either  compostable  or  recyclable;  and  (2)  to  use  the  fee  as  a  vehicle  to  make  sure 
the  City  reaches  its  target  of  a  75%  diversion  goal  by  201 0.  If  the  target  is  not  met,  a  waste  fee 
would  be  charged  on  the  percentage  not  achieved.  Director  Blumenfeld  discussed  mandatory 
recycling  that  would  be  implemented  in  the  201 1  rate  cycle,  so  that  a  fee  would  be  charged  to 
those  not  recycling  (commercial  and  residential).  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  funds 
to  reduce  waste  could  also  be  used  for  alternative  waste  reduction  programs.  Commissioners 
discussed  working  on  solutions  to  illegal  dumping.  Chair  Wald  suggested  a  virtual  warehouse 
concept  for  residents. 

Director  Blumenfeld  discussed  the  Presidio  School's  research  on  looking  at  the  carbon  content  of 
purchased  items  and  the  possibility  of  mandating  a  fee  so  that  consumers  are  responsible  for 
emissions  related  to  consumption.  Chair  Wald  suggested  a  public  involvement  effort  to  determine 
how  to  implement  this  concept  and  think  of  solutions  so  there  is  a  system  in  place  by  201 1 . 

Commissioners  discussed  editing  the  Draft  Resolution  Resolved  clause  as  follows:  "Resolved, 
That  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  supports  the  concepts  of  mitigating  carbon  emissions 
associated  with  transportation,  waste,  and  building  energy  and  encourages  Mayor  Newsom  to 
determine  how  best  to  achieve  this  mitigation  through  appropriate  carbon  taxes  and  other  means 
and  how  best  to  expend  the  funds  that  are  so  raised."  Chair  Wald  suggested  adding  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  to  the  Resolution.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  the  Resolution  seems  to  be 
focused  on  businesses  and  recommended  emphasizing  consumer  responsibility.  Deputy  Director 
Assmann  stated  that  the  waste  section  would  address  consumer  responsibility. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  requested  that  there  be  an  understanding  that  the  Department  will  come 
back  to  the  Commission  with  a  definition  of  how  the  carbon  tax  that  is  raised  will  be  expended. 
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Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  Department  would  be  making  a  future  presentation  to  the 
Commission  to  describe  the  local  carbon  offset  program  that  the  Department  is  currently  working 
on  and  to  articulate  what  the  funds  would  be  used  for.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  he  would 
work  with  one  of  the  Committee  members  to  wordsmith  the  Resolution  to  bring  back  to  the  full 
Commission  for  their  January  22  meeting. 

6.  Announcements.  New  business  was  discussed  during  this  agenda  item.  Commissioner  Martin 
requested  a  status  report  on  the  synthetic  turf  installation  discussed  at  the  December  Policy 
Committee  meeting.  Director  Blumenfeld  presented  a  recommendation  letter  that  he  had  sent  to 
the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  (RPD)  General  Manager  (Explanatory  Document:  Artificial 
Turf  Letter  to  RPD  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/ArtificialTurfLettertoR  Commissioner 

Martin  reported  that  she  had  received  an  inquiry  from  a  member  of  the  public  asking  about  the 
effects  of  synthetic  turf  on  birds.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  Department  has  minimal 
information  on  this  topic  at  this  time.  Commissioner  Gravanis  discussed  voters'  possible 
opposition  to  Proposition  A  because  of  the  artificial  turf  installation  project.  It  was  stated  that  the 
language  in  Proposition  A  does  not  require  that  artificial  turf  be  installed. 

Chair  Wald  asked  that  the  newly  appointed  Climate  and  City  Greening  Directors  be  invited  to  a 
future  Policy  Committee  meeting.  Commissioner  Gravanis  requested  that  SFPUC  staff,  Ms.  Rosey 
Jencks  and  Ms.  Arleen  Navarett  be  asked  to  attend  a  future  Policy  meeting  to  discuss  the 
Commission's  additional  questions  on  Low  Impact  Development  (LID)  measures  as  part  of  the 
Wastewater  Master  Plan.  A  request  was  also  made  to  schedule  a  follow-up  discussion  to  include 
the  Commissioner's  suggestions  on  San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority's  (SFCTA) 
congestion  management  proposal.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  SFCTA  may  be  suggesting 
a  Resolution  for  the  Committee  to  consider  at  their  February  Policy  meeting.  Commissioner 
Gravanis  asked  that  Mr.  Michael  Cohen  do  a  follow-up  presentation  on  the  Treasure  Island  and 
Hunters  Point  Candlestick  Plan.  It  was  stated  that  the  project  now  has  a  new  name  "Bayview 
Waterfront  Project."  Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  that  presentation  materials  be  provided  to 
Commissioners  in  advance  of  the  meeting  for  better  review.  Chair  Wald  asked  that  Commissioner 
King  or  a  representative  from  the  Bayview  Hunters  Point  Project  Area  Committee  attend  the  next 
Policy  Committee  meeting  in  order  to  hear  their  comments  on  the  Bayview  Waterfront  Project 
Plan.  Director  Blumenfeld  announced  that  Commissioner  Mok  would  be  leaving  the  Commission 
and  would  be  replaced  with  Commissioner  Matthew  Tuchow. 

7.  Commission  Secretary  Report  on  Correspondence  Received  (Informational  Report  and 
Discussion).  Ms.  Fish  reported  that  the  Mayor's  Office  had  requested  Commissioner's  Resumes 
and  birth  month  and  days. 

8.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within 
the  Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this 
time. 

9.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  6:43  p.m. 

The  next  Policy  Committee  Meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  February  1 1 ,  2008  at  5:00  p.m., 
Room  421,  City  Hall. 
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Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy 
Committee's  website  http://sfqov.orq/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=61 005,  (3)  by  clicking 
the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at 
telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish(5)sfgov.org. 


Approved:  February  1 1 ,  2008 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
POLICY  COMMITTEE 

DOCUMENTS  DEPT 

NOTICE  OF  REGULAR  MEETING  AND  AGENDA 

Monday,  February  11,  2008,  5:00  P.M.  pjrg  _  g  mo 

City  Hall,  Room  421  uo 
77  o ?  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place  SAN  FRANCISCO 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102  PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis,  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1 .  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  January  14,  2008  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting  (Discussion  and 
Action)  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Minutes  of  the  January  14,  2008  Policy  Committee  Meeting 
http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=741 70). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

4.  Development  of  a  Sustainability  Plan  for  Redevelopment  of  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  and 
Candlestick  Point  Project  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion). 

SPONSOR:  Commissioner  Johanna  Wald  and  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 
SPEAKERS:  Jean  Rogers,  Principal  ARUP;  Tiffany  Bohee,  Project  Manager,  Office  of  Economic  and 

Workforce  Development;  Saul  Bloom,  Executive  Director,  Arc  Ecology 

5.  Announcements  (Discussion) 

6.  Commission  Secretary's  Report  on  Correspondence  Received  (Informational  Report  and 
Discussion)  (Explanatory  Document:  Capital  Improvement  Project  to  Build  and  Operate  the  San 
Francisco  Nature  Center  at  the  Sunset  Richmond  Treatment  Site 

http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/coe/supportinq/2008/SFNatureCenterRevised.pdf) 

7.  Election  of  Chair  (Discussion  and  Action). 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

10.  Adjournment 


The  next  Policy  Committee  Meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  March  10,  2008  at  5:00  p.m.,  Room  421,  City  Hall. 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 


**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting.asp?id=61 005, 
(3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355- 
3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish@sfqov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  Explanatory  documents  that  are  received 
after  posting  of  this  agenda  are  available  on  the  website  or  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  the  contact  information  listed 
above. 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 
may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 
by  the  public  will  exceed  15  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 


The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 
applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 
to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 ,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Sai 
Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the 
Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and 
the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI 
accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall  be  f 
4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meeting, 
a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to 
make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 
Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Jr.,  Sunshine  Task  Force 
Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724; 
Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf(5)sfgov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine 
Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfgov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 
Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112;  web  site  atwww.sfgov.org/ethics. 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin,  written  comments 
regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  1 1  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which  cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission 
Secretary  by  that  time  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above. 

When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree-free 
paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary  and  the  public. 


Posted:  February  5,  2008 


RESCHEDULED  MEETING  NOTICE 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
POLICY  COMMITTEE 
CITY  HALL,  ROOM  421 


COMMITTEE  MEMBERS 

Commissioner  Johanna  Wald  (Chair) 
Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis 
Commissioner  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin 


The  MONDAY,  MARCH  10,  2008,  5:00  p.m.  regularly  scheduled  meeting  of  the 
Commission  on  the  Environment's  Policy  Committee  has  been  RESCHEDULED 
to  MONDAY,  MARCH  17,  2008,  at  5:00  p.m.  The  meeting  will  be  held  at  City 
Hall,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Room  421,  San  Francisco.  An  agenda 
will  be  provided  72  hours  prior  to  the  meeting.  Please  contact  the  Department  of 
the  Environment  Commission  Secretary,  Monica  Fish,  at  415-355-3709  or 
Monica.Fish@sfgov.org  if  you  would  like  to  be  placed  on  the  agenda  list.  An 
agenda  may  also  be  accessed  on  the  website  at 

http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting. asp?id=61 005. 


Posted:  February  28,  2008 
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Monday,  February  11,  2008,  5:00  P.M. 


City  Hall,  Room  421 


FEB  2  8  2003 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair);  Ruth  Gravanis  and  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 

_ 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at 
5:08  p.m.  Present:  Commissioners  Wald,  Gravanis  and  Martin. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  January  14,  2008  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting  (Discussion  and 
Action).  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  Martin,  the  January  14, 
2008  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  (AYES:  Chair  Wald,  Commissioners  Gravanis  and  Martin) 
(Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Minutes  of  the  January  14,  2008  Policy  Committee  Meeting 

http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironnrient  paqe.asp?id=74170). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Development  of  a  Sustainability  Plan  for  Redevelopment  of  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  and  Candlestick 
Point  Project  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion). 

SPONSOR:  Commissioner  Johanna  Wald  and  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 
SPEAKERS:  Jean  Rogers,  Principal  ARUP;  Tiffany  Bohee,  Project  Manager,  Office  of  Economic  and 

Workforce  Development;  Saul  Bloom,  Executive  Director,  Arc  Ecology; 
Kofi  Bonner,  President  of  Lennar  Urban;  Stephen  Proud,  Project  Manager,  Lennar  Urban 

Chair  Wald  reported  that  additional  meetings  would  be  held  on  this  topic  and  requested  that  at  least  one 
meeting  be  held  in  the  community.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  one  of  the  City's  opportunities  is  to  look 
at  large  parcels  of  undeveloped  land  such  as  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  and  Candlestick  Point  and  ensure 
that  community  and  citywide  voices  are  heard  to  solve  design  problems  and  to  build  a  sustainable 
community.  Director  Blumenfeld  thanked  the  presenters  for  bringing  the  development  of  the  plan  to  the 
Commission  early  so  that  the  Commission  and  Department  could  have  a  role  in  shaping  the  plan. 

Ms.  Tiffany  Bohee,  Project  Manager,  Mayor's  Office  Base  Reuse  and  Real  Estate  Development,  Hunters 
Point  Shipyard  and  Candlestick  Point  Integrated  Development  Project,  stated  that  this  plan  was  at  the  start 
of  the  sustainability  planning  process.  Ms.  Bohee  described  the  history  and  planning  process  for 
development  of  the  plan  dating  back  from  2005  to  present.  It  was  reported  that  in  2007,  the  Board  and 
Mayor  approved  a  conceptual  framework  for  integrated  development  that  set  forth  broad  principles  for 
these  sites  that  include  affordability,  retaining  the  artists'  village,  preliminary  land  use  plans  for  a  mixed- 
income  community,  housing,  job  generating  uses,  park  uses,  as  well  as  transportation  and  access  issues. 
Ms.  Bohee  stated  that  the  Plan  is  now  going  through  a  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA) 
process,  and  that  a  notice  of  preparation  of  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  was  issued  in  August.  It 
was  projected  that  by  summer  of  2009,  all  documents  would  be  finalized;  e.g.,  the  final  Disposition  and 
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Development  Agreement  with  Lennar,  Redevelopment  Plan  amendments,  Certified  EIR,  Sustainability 
Plan,  and  Affordable  Housing  Plan. 

Mr.  Kofi  Bonner,  President  of  Lennar  Urban,  thanked  the  Commission  and  Director  for  their  leadership  in 
assisting  with  the  development  of  the  plan.  It  was  reported  that  the  project  team  is  in  the  process  of 
thinking  through  the  components  to  verify  that  this  is  the  direction  the  City  wants  to  take.  Community 
meetings  are  being  held  to  discuss  the  plan  with  groups  such  as  the  Citizens  Advisory  Group  appointed  to 
oversee  the  shipyard,  the  Project  Area  Committee  that  oversees  the  Bayview  Redevelopment  Plan,  and 
other  smaller  groups  such  as  the  Bayview  Neighborhood  and  the  India  Basin  Neighborhood  Associations. 
A  community  outreach  schedule  and  four  workshops  have  been  finalized  in  order  to  provide  input  into 
sections  of  the  plan  to  help  improve  the  planning  process. 

Mr.  Stephen  Proud,  Project  Manager,  Lennar  Urban  presented  an  overview  of  the  Candlestick  Point  & 
Hunters  Point  Shipyard  proposed  project  plan  that  includes  planning  to  date,  uses  being  considered,  and 
general  concepts  under  consideration  (Explanatory  Document:  "Candlestick  Point  &  Hunters  Point 
Shipyard"  presentation  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenviron^  Principles  and 

concepts  that  would  be  incorporated  into  the  land  planning  process  were  discussed;  e.g.,  affordability  of 
housing  at  both  sites,  vibrant,  distinct,  new  walkable  mixed-use  neighborhoods,  sustainability, 
transportation  mobility,  open  space,  jobs  and  development  program.  Mr.  Proud  reported  that  sustainability 
principles  to  the  local  ecosystem,  global  environment,  integrated  infrastructure,  and  green  energy  would  be 
a  focus  of  the  development  program.  Presentation  topics  included: 

•  Development  Area.  Work  is  currently  being  done  on  the  Hilltop  and  Hillside  areas,  where  the  first 
Phase  of  the  Shipyard  Parcel  A  is  in  development.  Grading  has  been  completed,  infrastructure  is 
going  into  place,  and  new  housing  will  soon  be  developed  in  that  area.  The  development  area 
consists  of  771  acres,  approximately  495  on  Hunters  Point  and  276  in  Candlestick. 

•  Land  Planning  in  Distinct  Characters  Areas — how  each  of  these  areas  are  developed  and  how 
various  sites  work  together.  Important  first  element  in  the  project  at  Candlestick  Development 
program  is  to  rebuild  all  of  the  housing  that  is  at  Double  Rock  and  ensure  that  all  residents  at 
Double  Rock  Alice  Griffith  housing  sites  are  not  displaced. 

•  Hunters  Point  Research  and  Development  Program  would  include  a  Science  and  Technology  Park 
to  focus  on  clean  and  green  industry  that  can  accommodate  biotech  or  any  other  research  and 
development  use. 

•  Shipyard-Stadium-69,000  seat  National  Football  League  (NFL)  stadium.  A  portion  of  the  asphalt 
parking  would  be  transformed  into  dual  use  turf  fields  so  that  when  the  stadium  is  not  being  used  for 
NFL  purposes,  there  is  an  opportunity  for  a  regional-serving  recreational  use. 

•  Non-Stadium  Alternative  is  to  expand  Clean/Green  research  and  development  space  that  would 
include  outdoor  demonstration  projects  on  new  technologies. 

•  Artist  Experience — workshops  and  meetings  were  held  with  artists  to  determine  their  needs. 

•  Distinct  Character  Area  renderings  were  shown  of  proposed  sites: 

1.  Candlestick  Village  Center  that  would  be  a  mixed  use,  regional  and  local  entertainment 
center  where  the  current  Monster  Park  site  is  today. 

2.  Candlestick  South — density  similar  to  the  Marina  District  with  a  state  park,  small  beach 
area,  trail,  housing  along  public  promenade. 

3.  Hunters  Point  Village  Center-neighborhood  retail  and  artists  studios  and  maritime 
heritage  park. 

4.  Expansive  Open  Space  Program  in  Candlestick  Point  and  Hunters  Point:  402  total  acres: 
State  Park,  134  acres;  Waterfront  &  Urban  Parks,  171  acres;  Dual  Use  Playing  Fields  and 
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Stadium,  97  acres.  Opportunities  exist  to  incorporate  sustainable  design  elements  into 
the  park  planning  program,  e.g.,  storm-water  treatment,  bio-filtration  ponds. 

•  Land  Use  Planning  for  Candlestick  Point  and  Hunters  Point  Shipyard.  A  description  was  given  of 
the  mixed  use,  retail/commercial,  low  rise  residential,  mid  high-rise  residential,  and  research  and 
development  areas. 

•  Proposed  Transit  Improvements  and  Neighborhood  Mobility  Transit  Stations.  Discussion  of 
extending  MUNI  lines  to  and  from  the  site;  connecting  to  the  3rd  Street  Light  Rail,  CalTrain,  and 
Bayshore  station  so  connections  can  be  made  north  and  south.  Transit  improvements  discussed 
included  incorporating  a  Bus  Rapid  Transit  (BRT)  system  into  the  development  plan,  creating  a 
ferry  terminal  located  at  Hunters  Point  Shipyard,  and  express  bus  service. 

•  Community  amenities  considerations  to  incorporate  into  the  project:  arena/performance  venue, 
neighborhood  grocery  stores,  community  centers,  day  care  center,  arts  and  culture,  health  clinics, 
and  educational  facilities.  A  community  benefits  program  is  being  worked  on  to  determine  what  the 
community  desires  and  is  important  to  them. 

•  Jobs  and  Job  Training:  Important  part  of  the  program  that  includes  numerous  job  and  economic 
development  opportunities  from  regional  retail,  neighborhood  retail,  research  and  development 
center,  science  and  technology  park,  performance  venue,  etc. 

Director  Blumenfeld  introduced  Mr.  Saul  Bloom,  Executive  Director  of  Arc  Ecology,  who  has  been 
instrumental  in  shaping  the  cleanup  of  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  and  in  creating  the  Community  Window  on 
the  Shipyard.  Mr.  Bloom,  a  member  of  the  Hunters  Point  Citizens  Advisory  Committee,  discussed  the 
concept  of  sustainability  in  an  environmental  justice  community  and  how  the  City  has  interacted  with  this 
community  with  its  past  and  future  issues.  It  was  explained  that  another  form  of  sustainability  is  the  social 
justice  component  to  maintain  and  improve  the  nature  of  the  Bayview  community.  Mr.  Bloom  indicated  that 
he  was  happy  with  the  City's  approach  to  collaborate  and  improve  on  the  development  of  the  Plan  based 
on  community  input  versus  "announce  and  defend."  It  was  reported  that  ARC  Ecology  would  be  providing 
consulting  services  on  the  Sustainability  Plan. 

Mr.  Bloom  discussed  community  concerns  with  sustainability  issues  that  include  protection  of  habitat, 
integration  with  the  overall  neighborhood,  transportation,  and  the  plan  to  build  a  bridge  that  could  be  used 
for  vehicular  traffic.  "If  we  build  it,  they  will  want  to  use  it."  It  was  explained  that  ARC  Ecology  was  involved 
with  a  coalition  of  organizations  including  Clean  Water  Action,  the  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society,  and 
Bayview  Advocates  who  seek  environmental  justice  in  developing  an  analysis  of  the  Yosemite  Slough 
south  basin  area  as  it  is  a  complex  area  for  wildlife— 1 72  separate  species  of  animals  were  identified  in  a 
year-long  survey.  It  was  stated  that  historically,  this  area  was  a  rich,  diverse  biological  area  that  was 
composed  of  an  incredible  system  of  wetlands,  watersheds,  and  creeks.  Additional  concerns  that  were 
discussed  included: 

•  Approach  to  building  near  wildlife  habitats  and  whether  the  development  of  the  original  park 
land  would  impinge  on  the  sustainability  of  that  area.  The  planned  bridge  would  be  too  close  to 
one  of  the  nesting  habitats  and  may  impact  the  sustainability  of  natural  resources. 

•  The  State  Parks  Foundation's  concern  with  the  changeover  of  park  land  to  a  parking  lot, 
residences,  and  other  planned  development. 

•  Ensure  that  the  Bayview  community's  vision  to  create  a  waterfront  park  all  around  the 
circumference  of  the  south  basin  shoreline  really  happens. 

•  Development  proposed  for  the  Shipyard  area  where  ARC  Ecology  is  working  with  the  San 
Francisco  Airport  to  develop  a  strategy  for  wetlands  and  storm  water  treatment  facilities. 

•  Purpose  of  the  grassland  pier  unknown. 

•  Not  enough  density  in  the  research  and  development  area;  not  enough  "ladders"  that  would 
bring  people  into  the  economy  that  are  not  part  of  the  economy;  how  people  would  develop 
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ownership  here  as  opposed  to  being  facility  workers;  how  the  community  would  be  integrated 
into  the  future  of  the  site;  the  jobs-housing  balance;  transit  linkages;  and  access  points  to 
freeways. 

•  How  the  Plan  would  interact  with  the  air  pollution  cap  that  the  City  agreed  to  in  the  previous 
1997  EIR. 

•  How  open  space  is  vegetated,  natural  plantings,  how  wildlife  migration  around  the  shipyard  is 
going  to  be  accommodated. 

•  The  outcome  of  cleanup  for  Parcel  F  and  the  Shipyard. 

•  Transfer  Agreement  of  Shipyard  Parcel  B  as  it  relates  to  cleanup  strategies.  It  was  stated  that 
one  effective  strategy  is  that  the  Navy  will  be  responsible  for  the  cleanup,  and  the  City  will  be 
responsible  for  the  recovery  strategies.  Concern  was  expressed  with  (1 )  recovery  strategies  as 
it  relates  to  the  community  being  exposed  to  pollution,  and  (2)  what  could  be  contained  in  the 
landfill,  including  underneath  Monster  Park. 

Mr.  Bloom  stated  that  the  developer  has  made  a  substantial  community  benefits  investment,  and  the  City  is 
working  hard  to  ensure  that  the  Plan  works.  The  importance  of  balancing  all  of  these  issues  into  one 
sustainable  packet  that  works  for  everyone  was  stressed.  Mr.  Bloom  extended  an  invitation  to  all 
interested  parties  to  attend  the  Bayview  Community  Advisory  Committee  meetings  on  the  second  Monday 
of  each  month  and  invited  the  group  to  discuss  the  Draft  EIR  once  it  becomes  available. 

Ms.  Jean  Rogers,  ARUP  presented  an  overview  of  the  initial  process  for  developing  the  Sustainability  Plan 
and  future  plans  (Explanatory  Document:  "A  New  Sustainable  Neighborhood  Candlestick  Point  &  Hunters 
Point"  presentation  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfen^ 

dARUp.pdf.)  Ms.  Rogers  described  ARUP  firm's  main  focus  to  provide  sustainability  services.  It  was  stated 
that  the  Hunters  Point  community  faces  many  global  challenges  that  solutions  are  being  sought  for. 
Challenges  include  social  justice,  environmental,  integration  of  the  community  with  the  rest  of  San 
Francisco,  transportation  and  accessibility,  economic,  and  health  impacts.  Ms.  Rogers  stated  that  it  is 
hoped  that  this  Sustainability  Plan  can  address  many  of  those  issues,  particularly  the  health-related  issues. 
Presentation  topics  included: 

•  Community  Social  Issues  from  2000  U.S.  Census  Data  figures:  high  percentage  of  children 
living  in  poverty;  educational  challenges,  high  minority  population,  high  home  ownership  rate. 

•  A  Vision  for  Sustainable  Development  in  the  new  community:  commitment  to  the  principles  in 
the  Urban  Environmental  Accords  and  creating  a  thriving  and  sustainable  new  mixed-use 
neighborhood  that  will  provide  opportunities  for  residents  to  live,  recreate,  job  opportunities, 
good  education,  and  a  safe,  affordable  and  healthy  environment. 

•  Incorporating  sustainability  into  the  Master  Plan  by  providing  (1)  environmental  stewardship 
(preserve  natural  resources)  (2)  social  benefits  (vibrant,  compact,  affordable  community)  and 
(3)  economic  vitality  (job  growth,  new  small  businesses,  resource  efficient  strategies  to  reduce 
household  expenditures). 

•  Sustainability  Planning  Approach  Key  Principles  and  Stakeholders. 

•  Project  Approach.  Baseline  assessment  that  was  completed  in  2006  for  the  Hunters  Point 
project  that  did  not  include  Candlestick  Point  will  be  updated.  Sustainability  Plan  framework, 
draft  plan  and  green  building  specifications,  and  finalizing  the  plan  will  be  worked  on  in  2008. 

•  Planning  team  (sustainability  topics  and  lead  firms  on  topics)  that  includes  consultants  and 
stakeholder  input  on  sustainability  topics. 

•  Sustainability  Plan  to  include  vision  and  guiding  principles,  six  focus  areas,  strategies  and 
targets,  key  delivery  partners,  implementation  plan,  and  design  guidelines  for  infrastructure  and 
buildings. 
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•  Sustainability  framework  objectives  for  each  focus  area — setting  performance  targets, 
strategies,  key  aspects  of  implementation,  and  a  cost  benefit  analysis. 

•  Goals  of  each  focus  area:  to  (1 )  ensure  economic  vitality  (affordable  housing,  job  opportunities, 
bringing  green  tech  industry  into  the  area);  (2)  strengthen  community  identity  and  cohesion 
(access  to  essential  services,  historical  and  cultural  preservation);  (3)  enhance  public  well 
being  and  quality  of  life  (recreational  facilities  for  the  community  members,  enhancing  open 
space  and  designing  to  promote  safe  streets  and  cleaner  industries);  (4)  improve  accessibility 
and  transportation  (designing  and  promoting  mode  shift  to  bicycling  and  walking,  new  BRT 
routes,  promoting  car-share,  carpooling,  new  roadway  improvements,  and  ferry  access);  (5) 
promote  resource  efficiency  (energy,  water  and  waste  strategies);  (6)  and  protect  the 
environment  (mitigate  contamination  with  Integrated  Pest  Management  measures;  restore 
ecosystems;  protect  biodiversity;  preserve  open  space,  parks,  and  wildlife  corridors;  plan  for 
climate  change),  etc. 

•  Sustainability  Reference  (1)  Masterplan  evaluation  for  LEED  ND  Certification  and  to  support 
the  intent  of  the  Urban  Environmental  Accords;  and  (2)  development  of  Green  Building 
Specifications  that  will  be  applied  to  all  new  buildings  that  will  be  a  condition  of  approval  for 
building  permits. 

•  Implementation  Plan:  identify  implementation  partners,  synch  sustainability  infrastructure  with 
phasing  of  development,  and  develop  key  performance  indicators  and  monitoring  plan. 

•  Tools  for  implementation  of  the  Sustainability  Plan:  term  sheet,  green  building  specifications, 
design  guidelines,  construction  documents,  commissioning  and  operating  documents,  and 
development  and  disposition  agreement. 

Public  Comment 

Ms.  Eve  Bach  reported  that  ARC  Ecology  prepared  an  open  space  study  and  produced  a  book,  From 
Pollution  to  Parkland:  Alternatives  For  A  Waterfront  Park  at  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  that  was  distributed  at 
the  meeting  and  available  at  the  ARC  Ecology  website.  With  Coastal  Conservancy  funding  to  look  at  the 
1996  HPS  proposal,  ARC  concluded  that  the  narrow  shoreline  open  space  would  not  achieve  what  you'd 
get  with  a  wider  park.  It  was  reported  that  the  Mayor's  Office  had  funded  ARC  Ecology  to  study  the 
economic  development  potentials  for  addressing  the  needs  of  the  Bayview  Hunters  Point  Community,  and 
Ms.  Bach  had  prepared  and  presented  a  draft  report  "The  Economic  Development  Potential  of  a  Waterfront 
Park  at  Hunters  Point  Shipyard."  The  report  topics  include  (1)  a  Shipyard  waterfront  park,  a  resource  for 
community  economic  development;  (2)  conventional  views  of  the  economic  benefits  of  parks;  (3)  Shipyard 
redevelopment  planning  history;  (4)  combating  unemployment  and  poverty;  and  (5)  leveraging  the 
economic  development  potential  of  a  Shipyard  waterfront  park  with  workforce  development. 

Unidentified  Speaker  reported  on  the  confusion  in  the  community  as  to  who  would  be  accountable  for  the 
cleanup,  whether  it  would  be  PG&E,  the  Federal  EPA,  or  other  agencies.  Ms.  Bohee  reported  that  there 
would  be  a  number  of  cleanup  efforts  citywide-the  Navy  is  responsible  for  the  cleanup  of  the  Shipyard 
through  a  binding  conveyance  agreement  adopted  in  2004  and  is  subject  to  oversight  by  the  Federal 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  a  coalition  of  state  and  local  regulators.  Cleanup  is  also  subject  to 
appropriations  from  the  federal  government — $82  million  to  cleanup  the  next  phase  of  Shipyard 
development,  Parcel  B  housing  and  a  portion  of  Parcel  D.   Ms.  Bohee  reported  that  PG&E  is  required  to 
cleanup  to  residential  standards  which  is  subject  to  oversight  by  the  City  and  additional  regulators. 

Ms.  Jamie  Ray,  Director  of  San  Francisco  Rescued  Orphan  Mammal  Program  (ROMP),  inquired  if  there 
would  be  open  space  for  wildlife  habitat  that  would  not  be  utilized  for  human  recreational  use.  It  was  stated 
that  ARC  Ecology's  report  on  Parcel  E  indicates  that  there  is  a  potential  to  host  hundreds  of  species  and 
provides  for  a  habitat-rich  waterfront  park.  Mr.  Proud  stated  that  state  park  property  would  be  the  most 
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likely  sources  of  land  for  habitat  use  and  reported  on  discussions  with  park  planners  and  wildlife 
consultants  on  the  Yosemite  Slough  area,  bridge,  and  crossings  over  Yosemite  Slough.  It  was  stated  that 
the  area  outside  of  the  slough  has  not  been  mapped  out  yet,  and  Parcel  E  is  not  yet  slated  for 
development.  Mr.  Proud  indicated  that  there  are  wildlife  habitat  opportunities  on  Parcel  E  and  Parcel  E 
shoreline  that  may  not  be  heavily  used  for  recreational  uses. 

Ms.  Rebecca  Evans,  Sierra  Club,  commended  Mr.  Bloom's  discussion  about  environmental  and  wildlife 
habitat  concerns.  It  was  stated  that  the  Sierra  Club  has  concerns  about  impacts  to  wildlife  habitat  as  a 
result  of  possible  bridge  uses.  Ms.  Evans  was  pleased  to  learn  that  the  project  would  incorporate 
Community  Choice  Aggregation,  but  expressed  her  concern  that  the  community  is  not  well  served  by 
transportation  or  by  roadways  and  stressed  the  importance  of  providing  as  much  transportation  service  as 
possible  in  order  to  minimize  automobile  use  and  exhaust.  It  was  suggested  that  parking  use  be  examined 
for  how  it  impacts  other  problems.  A  suggestion  was  also  made  to  adhere  to  the  Transit  First  Policy  and 
City's  Sustainability  Plan  when  developing  this  plan. 

Mr.  Bonner  stated  that  one  of  the  promises  of  this  development  is  to  create  job  training  opportunities 
specifically  in  construction.  Development  will  be  over  a  10-12  year  period  and  unions  will  be  worked  with 
through  the  City  Build  program.  It  was  stated  that  the  unions  seem  to  be  excited  over  the  development  as 
it  provides  for  an  apprenticeship  program  and  employment  over  a  10-12  year  period  with  good  construction 
wages.  Mr.  Bonner  discussed  the  opportunities  for  employment  in  the  research  and  development  area  for 
people  who  begin  the  training  process  early.  It  was  stated  that  the  Bayview  community  has  the  potential  to 
work  in  these  fields  if  given  the  right  educational  opportunities  and  facilities.  Mr.  Bonner  indicated  that  they 
would  be  working  with  the  community  to  create  the  jobs  and  so  that  people  could  live  and  work  in  the 
community.  It  was  reported  that  there  would  be  up  to  10,000  new  homes  and  22,000  new  people,  and 
through  the  stadium  alternative  there  would  be  8,170  permanent  jobs,  which  does  not  include  the 
construction  site.  Ms.  Bohee  reported  that  there  would  be  a  lot  of  other  opportunities  in  the  life,  science, 
research  and  development,  clean  and  green  technology  fields  for  people  who  go  through  the  training 
programs. 

Ms.  Pam  Hemphill  inquired  whether  the  green  fields  would  contain  astro-turf  or  natural  grass.  Mr.  Bonner 
stated  that  the  landscape  architects  have  identified  a  process  that  contains  natural  grass.  Speaker  asked 
whether  there  were  plans  for  health  care  facilities  and  police  stations.  Mr.  Bonner  reported  that  the 
community  will  determine  what  the  most  important  and  necessary  community  developments  would  be,  and 
opportunities  would  be  created  for  those  facilities  to  be  built.  It  was  stated  that  health,  education  and  safety 
should  be  priorities  to  pay  attention  to,  and  it  is  intended  that  programs  be  proposed  to  accommodate  those 
programs  through  dialogue  with  the  community.  Mr.  Bonner  stated  that  the  planning  team  would  be 
making  future  presentations  to  the  Policy  Committee  to  show  what  is  being  negotiated.  Ms.  Hemphill  spoke 
in  opposition  to  the  bridge  plans  for  Yosemite  Slough  because  of  the  impact  on  traffic  and  wildlife. 

Director  Blumenfeld  requested  a  timeline  of  future  activities.  It  was  indicated  that  the  Policy  Committee 
would  be  holding  monthly  meetings  from  now  until  July  to  discuss  the  Plan,  and  a  request  was  made  to 
forward  meaningful  materials  before  the  scheduled  meetings.  Director  Blumenfeld  wanted  to  know  how  the 
horizontal  would  merge  with  the  vertical  development.  It  was  reported  that  the  Land  Use  Plan  is  in  the 
stage  of  being  finalized.  Mr.  Bonner  reported  that  the  49ers  stadium  would  be  on  Santa  Clara's  November 
ballot,  and  that  the  Term  Sheet  would  be  presented  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  before  November. 

Ms.  Emily  Rogers,  Legislative  Aide,  Supervisor  Maxwell's  Office,  requested  additional  details  on  stadium 
alternatives. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  requested  (1)  that  more  attention  be  paid  to  biological  diversity  aside  from  the 
state  park  component;  (2)  alternatives  to  the  proposed  bridge  be  presented;  (3)  that  the  plan  contain  green 
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building  standards  on  landscaping  and  habitat  values;  and  (4)  maps  contain  bay  trail  locations. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  was  pleased  with  resource  conservation,  waste  reduction  and 
stormwater  improvement  efforts  and  recommended  that  PUC  be  contacted  to  discuss  decentralized 
sewage  and  stormwater  treatment  alternatives.  Ms.  Rogers  indicated  that  she  had  received  an  excellent 
report  from  the  PUC  on  alternatives. 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  using  areas  in  addition  to  those  in  the  Recreation  and  Park  program 
as  opportunities-for  Low-Impact  Development  facilities  to  manage  stormwater;  e.g.,  through  infiltration. 
Commissioner  Martin  questioned: 

•  The  nature  of  areas  shown  in  white  at  midblocks,  whether  or  not  they  were  paved  as  the  rest  of 
the  white  areas  are.  It  was  explained  that  the  areas  were  not  intended  to  be  paved. 

•  The  occupancy  of  the  stadium.  It  was  explained  that  there  were  69,000  seats  and  14,000  to 
19,000  cars. 

•  The  balance  of  integration  of  the  mixed  uses  such  as  in  the  Alice  Griffith  area,  which  is  single 
use  and  encouraged  inclusion  of  neighborhood-serving  retail. 

•  The  role  of  cars  regarding  freeway  access  and  storage  of  private  cars  for  residences  at  the 
perimeter,  an  approach  used  in  the  Treasure  Island  Plan. 

•  To  address  the  treatment  of  edges  in  terms  of  integrating  into  the  neighborhood,  extend 
plantings  across  the  boundary  of  the  project  to  avoid  a  harsh  distinction  and  questioned  the 
placement  and  treatment  of  the  waste  facility  as  an  example. 

•  Requested  that  the  project  address  light  pollution,  as  is  evident  in  project  renderings. 

•  Suggested  that  green  building  standards  extend  to  include  existing  buildings,  for  example 
cleaning  practices  and  commissioning  standards. 

Chair  Wald  questioned  whether  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  would  incorporate  the  Sustainability  Plan. 
Mr.  Bonner  indicated  that  the  Draft  EIR  would  not  be  available  until  approximately  September  and  would 
incorporate  the  Sustainability  Plan.  Ms.  Bohee  stated  that  now  is  the  time  to  receive  the  Department  and 
Commissioner's  feedback,  leadership,  partnership  and  direction  into  the  Plan.  It  was  stated  that  the 
planning  team  would  set  forth  the  schedules  and  deliverables  so  the  Committee  and  Department  can 
review  materials  efficiently.  Director  Blumenfeld  introduced  Mr.  David  Pascal,  Clean  Tech  Coordinator  and 
Department  staff  members  who  could  assist  with  sustainability  efforts;  e.g.  construction  and  demolition 
debris  recovery,  sustainability  efforts,  selection  process  for  educational  institutions,  etc. 

5.  Announcements  (Discussion).  There  were  no  announcements  made  at  this  time. 

6.  Commission  Secretary's  Report  on  Correspondence  Received  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 
(Explanatory  Document:  Capital  Improvement  Project  to  Build  and  Operate  the  San  Francisco  Nature 
Center  at  the  Sunset  Richmond  Treatment  Site 

http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/SF%20Nature%20Center%20Re 

Ms.  Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary  reported  that  correspondence  had  been  received  from  Ms.  Jamie 
Ray  who  is  requesting  the  Commission's  support  in  sponsoring  a  Resolution  to  support  the  building  of  the 
San  Francisco  Nature  Center  at  the  Sunset  Richmond  Treatment  Plant  site.  Ms.  Jamie  Ray  stated  that 
San  Francisco  is  one  of  the  few  counties  without  a  wildlife  care  facility,  which  means  birds  have  to  be 
transported  to  San  Mateo  County  for  care.  It  was  stated  that  time  is  important  for  emergency  care  to  make 
a  difference  in  animal  survival,  and  waiting  for  Animal  Control  officers  to  drive  birds  to  San  Mateo  County  or 
hope  they  are  not  short  staffed  to  drive  there  often  times  results  in  many  birds  being  lost. 

Ms.  Ray  stated  that  she  provides  care  for  many  of  the  wild  mammals  that  are  injured  in  this  county  through 
private  home  care  with  40  volunteers  assisting  in  this  program.  Ms.  Ray  stated  that  she  would  like  a 
centralized  facility  for  mammals  and  birds  similar  to  the  Marine  Mammal  Center  or  Lindsay  Wildlife 
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Museum,  etc.  It  was  stated  that  there  is  an  opportunity  to  acquire  land  for  this  purpose  and  potential 
funding  to  build  the  facility.  Discussions  included: 

•  Adding  an  environmental  education  component  to  the  nature  center.  The  focus  would  be 
broader  and  would  bring  in  the  Department  of  the  Environment  and  other  organizations  as  a 
central  place  to  offer  classes,  workshops,  and  presentations  for  the  public  to  learn  more  about 
and  become  stewards  of  the  environment. 

•  San  Francisco.  Rescued  Orphan  Mammal  Program  would  be  absorbed  into  a  San  Francisco 
Nature  Center  wildlife  hospital  and  environmental  education  center  to  include  birds  and 
mammals. 

•  Proposition  A  that  was  just  passed  by  the  voters  includes  $1 85  million  in  funding  in  which  $5 
million  could  be  allocated  in  grants  to  community-proposed  projects. 

•  The  nature  center  would  be  run  as  a  non-profit  organization  with  funding  sources  from  public 
private  partnerships,  grants,  donations,  and  memberships  for  ongoing  operations  and 
maintenance.  Ms.  Ray  reported  that  she  has  identified  granting  sources. 

•  Budget  would  be  approximately  about  half  a  million  a  year.  It  was  determined  that  it  may  cost 
about  $1  1/4  million  to  build  2500  sq.  ft.  that  would  include  water,  sewer,  and  LEED  construction. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  for  quantitative  data  on  (1 )  how  many  mammals  and  birds  are  not  surviving 
because  San  Francisco  does  not  have  this  type  of  facility;  (2)  how  many  are  being  transported  on  a  daily 
basis;  and  (3)  number  of  trips  being  made  to  other  facilities.  Ms.  Ray  reported  that  she  would  research 
current  figures.  Commissioners  asked  for  additional  details  on  the  benefits  received  if  the  birds  would  not 
have  to  be  transported;  e.g.  quantitative  figures  on  how  many  birds  could  be  saved  if  there  were  a  city 
facility,  etc.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  design  plans  and  number  of  birds  and  mammals  that 
could  be  accommodated.  Chair  Wald  suggested  researching  information  from  the  San  Mateo  facility  to 
anticipate  the  number  of  animals  the  San  Francisco  center  could  accommodate,  and  how  much  space  that 
requires,  etc. 

Director  Blumenfeld  inquired  whether  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  had  agreed  that  the  land  could 
be  used  for  a  nature  center.  Ms.  Ray  indicated  that  the  proposal  had  been  provided  to  the  Recreation  and 
Park  Department,  but  would  require  a  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  amendment  and  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  approval.  Ms.  Ray  reported  that  another  possibility  that  may  be  a  better  location  for  the  nature 
center  could  be  one  of  the  existing  buildings  at  Lake  Merced.  It  was  explained  that  the  San  Francisco 
Public  Utilities  Commission  has  taken  back  the  management  of  all  of  the  activities  besides  the  golf  course 
at  Lake  Merced  from  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department,  and  there  would  be  a  meeting  scheduled  on 
February  14  to  discuss  proposals  for  buildings  around  Lake  Merced.  Director  Blumenfeld  asked  to  see  a 
letter  from  the  Animal  Care  and  Control  Department,  Recreation  and  Park  and  Public  Utilities  Commission 
supporting  the  facility  or  suggested  setting  up  a  meeting  with  relevant  agencies  to  seek  support. 
Commissioner  Martin  indicated  that  she  would  support  the  concept  of  the  center  and  leave  out  the  location 
until  further  details  are  provided.  Director  Blumenfeld  suggested  using  the  San  Francisco  Zoo  property  as 
another  possibility. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  (1)  expressed  concern  with  the  Golden  Gate  Park  location  as  there  may  be 
opposition  to  more  building  in  the  park,  and  indicated  that  Lake  Merced  may  be  a  better  location;  (2) 
requested  input  from  the  Audubon  Society  and  from  other  rehabilitation  hospitals;  (3)  expressed  concern 
for  the  ongoing  funding  program,  acquiring  volunteers,  and  requested  review  of  the  Lindsay  Museum  or 
similar  facility  budget  on  maintenance  operations  and  construction  budgets;  (4)  supported  the  concept  of 
having  a  City  wildlife  rehabilitation  hospital,  but  questioned  whether  it  should  be  combined  with  a 
composting  facility  or  other  activities  and  requested  a  discussion  on  the  pros  and  cons;  (5)  asked  for 
additional  information  on  precisely  how  the  space  would  serve  the  City's  wildlife  needs;  and  (6)  questioned 


Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee 
February  1 1,  2008  Draft  Meeting  Minutes 
Page  9 


whether  it  should  be  called  the  Nature  Center  and  be  committed  to  nature  in  general  or  be  called  a  wildlife 
center  or  hospital.  Commissioner  Gravanis  requested  additional  information  about  the  proposal  before 
making  a  recommendation  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  usually  people  that  request  the  Commission's  support  already  have  a  site, 
budget,  and  a  Committee  to  help  make  that  a  reality.  Then  the  Commission  can  be  helpful  by  endorsing 
the  project  so  fundraisers  and  other  foundations  can  be  approached.  At  this  time,  the  project  may  change 
many  times  and  if  the  Commission  does  not  like  the  final  concept,  they  would  have  already  issued  their 
support.  Director  Blumenfeld  requested  that  Ms.  Ray  present  a  concrete  budget  and  solid  reasons  as  to 
why  this  facility  is  needed  in  San  Francisco.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  would  be  in  favor  of 
writing  a  letter  in  support  of  the  concept.  Commissioner  Martin  encouraged  that  this  vision  be  pursued  and 
requested  additional  details  on  the  facilities,  a  case  study  of  one  that  is  similar,  volume  of  treatment  of 
animals  anticipated,  and  to  flush  out  the  vision  more  fully  about  budget  and  maintenance  and  who  would 
be  involved.  Ms.  Ray  reported  that  there  would  be  eight  paid  staff,  two  educational  staff,  two  providing 
medical-care,  administrative,  development,  and  a  volunteer  coordinator.  Director  Blumenfeld  requested 
information  be  provided  on  the  before  and  after  benefits — here  is  what  we  have  now,  this  is  what  we  will 
have  in  the  future  with  staff  and  budget  and  how  that  would  work  with  the  funding  investment. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  that  Ms.  Ray  approach  the  Parks,  Recreation  and  Open  Space 
Advisory  Committee  (PROSAC)  as  a  way  to  propose  amendments  to  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  to 
include  the  facility.  It  was  also  suggested  that  other  facilities  such  as  the  Randall  and  Lindsay  Museums 
provide  their  recommendations  on  the  proposal.  Ms.  Ray  stated  that  they  want  all  of  those  organizations  in 
support  in  order  to  get  momentum  to  receive  the  funding.  Director  Blumenfeld  suggested  setting  up  a 
meeting  with  Ms.  Ray,  the  Public  Utilities  Commission,  and  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  to  discuss 
options  and  recommended  researching  additional  entities  for  location  possibilities.  The  Commission  would 
then  discuss  support  of  the  proposal  after  commitment  from  either  of  those  two  organizations. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Pam  Hemphill,  an  Animal  Control  and  Welfare  Commissioner,  stated  that  it  is 
evident  that  San  Francisco  does  not  have  a  wildlife  rehabilitation  center  other  than  Ms.  Ray's.  Ms. 
Hemphill  reported  that  it  takes  birds  sometimes  a  day  to  reach  the  proper  facility  for  care.  The  Cosco 
Busan  oil  spill  birds  had  to  wait  a  lot  of  hours  to  be  picked  up  from  Animal  Care  and  Control  to  go  to  an 
available  facility  and  most  of  the  birds  died  as  a  result.  Ms.  Hemphill  felt  that  the  proposal  would  do  better 
in  acquiring  a  space  if  it  were  initially  just  for  the  rehabilitation  and  wildlife  center.  It  was  suggested  that 
additional  programs  could  be  added  in  the  future.  A  discussion  was  held  on  offering  a  food  concession  as 
a  revenue  component.  Ms.  Ray  stated  that  she  would  be  providing  a  proposal  with  additional  details  to  the 
Commissioners. 

7.  Election  of  Chair  (Discussion  and  Action).  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis  and  second  by 
Commissioner  Martin,  Chair  Wald  was  reelected  as  Chair.  Chair  Wald  accepted  the  nomination. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  it  would  be  useful  to  elect  a  Vice-Chair  and  the  Commission  Secretary 
indicated  that  she  would  check  with  the  Deputy  City  Attorney  as  to  how  the  Bylaws  reflect  this  office  and 
place  it  on  the  next  agenda  if  appropriate. 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  items.  This  agenda  item  was  not  discussed  at  this  time. 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

10.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  8:03  p.m. 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 
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TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy 
Committee's  website  http://sfqov.orq/site/sfenvironment  meeting. asp?id=61 005,  (3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each 
agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415- 
355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish@sfqov.org. 


Approved: 
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1 .  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at 
5:08  p.m.  Present:  Commissioners  Wald,  Gravanis  and  Martin. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  January  14,  2008  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting  (Discussion  and 
Action).  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  Martin,  the  January  14, 
2008  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  (AYES:  Chair  Wald,  Commissioners  Gravanis  and  Martin) 
(Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Minutes  of  the  January  14,  2008  Policy  Committee  Meeting 

http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=741 70). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Development  of  a  Sustainability  Plan  for  Redevelopment  of  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  and  Candlestick 
Point  Project  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion). 

SPONSOR:  Commissioner  Johanna  Wald  and  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 
SPEAKERS:  Jean  Rogers,  Principal  ARUP;  Tiffany  Bohee,  Project  Manager,  Office  of  Economic  and 

Workforce  Development;  Saul  Bloom,  Executive  Director,  Arc  Ecology; 
Kofi  Bonner,  President  of  Lennar  Urban;  Stephen  Proud,  Project  Manager,  Lennar  Urban 

Chair  Wald  reported  that  additional  meetings  would  be  held  on  this  topic  and  requested  that  at  least  one 
meeting  be  held  in  the  community.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  one  of  the  City's  opportunities  is  to  look 
at  large  parcels  of  undeveloped  land  such  as  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  and  Candlestick  Point  and  ensure 
that  community  and  citywide  voices  are  heard  to  solve  design  problems  and  to  build  a  sustainable 
community.  Director  Blumenfeld  thanked  the  presenters  for  bringing  the  development  of  the  plan  to  the 
Commission  early  so  that  the  Commission  and  Department  could  have  a  role  in  shaping  the  plan. 

Ms.  Tiffany  Bohee,  Project  Manager,  Mayor's  Office  Base  Reuse  and  Real  Estate  Development,  Hunters 
Point  Shipyard  and  Candlestick  Point  Integrated  Development  Project,  stated  that  this  plan  was  at  the  start 
of  the  sustainability  planning  process.  Ms.  Bohee  described  the  history  and  planning  process  for 
development  of  the  plan  dating  back  from  2005  to  present.  It  was  reported  that  in  2007,  the  Board  and 
Mayor  approved  a  conceptual  framework  for  integrated  development  that  set  forth  broad  principles  for 
these  sites  that  include  affordability,  retaining  the  artists'  village,  preliminary  land  use  plans  for  a  mixed- 
income  community,  housing,  job  generating  uses,  park  uses,  as  well  as  transportation  and  access  issues. 
Ms.  Bohee  stated  that  the  Plan  is  now  going  through  a  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA) 
process,  and  that  a  notice  of  preparation  of  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  was  issued  in  August.  It 
was  projected  that  by  summer  of  2009,  all  documents  would  be  finalized;  e.g.,  the  final  Disposition  and 
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Development  Agreement  with  Lennar,  Redevelopment  Plan  amendments,  Certified  EIR,  Sustainability 
Plan,  and  Affordable  Housing  Plan. 

Mr.  Kofi  Bonner,  President  of  Lennar  Urban,  thanked  the  Commission  and  Director  for  their  leadership  in 
assisting  with  the  development  of  the  plan.  It  was  reported  that  the  project  team  is  in  the  process  of 
thinking  through  the  components  to  verify  that  this  is  the  direction  the  City  wants  to  take.  Community 
meetings  are  being  held  to  discuss  the  plan  with  groups  such  as  the  Citizens  Advisory  Group  appointed  to 
oversee  the  shipyard,  the  Project  Area  Committee  that  oversees  the  Bayview  Redevelopment  Plan,  and 
other  smaller  groups  such  as  the  Bayview  Neighborhood  and  the  India  Basin  Neighborhood  Associations. 
A  community  outreach  schedule  and  four  workshops  have  been  finalized  in  order  to  provide  input  into 
sections  of  the  plan  to  help  improve  the  planning  process. 

Mr.  Stephen  Proud,  Project  Manager,  Lennar  Urban  presented  an  overview  of  the  Candlestick  Point  & 
Hunters  Point  Shipyard  proposed  project  plan  that  includes  planning  to  date,  uses  being  considered,  and 
general  concepts  under  consideration  (Explanatory  Document:  "Candlestick  Point  &  Hunters  Point 
Shipyard"  presentation  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/CandlestickHtrsPtLennarPres.pdf).   Principles  and 

concepts  that  would  be  incorporated  into  the  land  planning  process  were  discussed;  e.g.,  affordability  of 
housing  at  both  sites,  vibrant,  distinct,  new  walkable  mixed-use  neighborhoods,  sustainability, 
transportation  mobility,  open  space,  jobs  and  development  program.  Mr.  Proud  reported  that  sustainability 
principles  to  the  local  ecosystem,  global  environment,  integrated  infrastructure,  and  green  energy  would  be 
a  focus  of  the  development  program.  Presentation  topics  included: 

•  Development  Area.  Work  is  currently  being  done  on  the  Hilltop  and  Hillside  areas,  where  the  first 
Phase  of  the  Shipyard  Parcel  A  is  in  development.  Grading  has  been  completed,  infrastructure  is 
going  into  place,  and  new  housing  will  soon  be  developed  in  that  area.  The  development  area 
consists  of  771  acres,  approximately  495  on  Hunters  Point  and  276  in  Candlestick. 

•  Land  Planning  in  Distinct  Characters  Areas — how  each  of  these  areas  are  developed  and  how 
various  sites  work  together.  Important  first  element  in  the  project  at  Candlestick  Development 
program  is  to  rebuild  all  of  the  housing  that  is  at  Double  Rock  and  ensure  that  all  residents  at 
Double  Rock  Alice  Griffith  housing  sites  are  not  displaced. 

•  Hunters  Point  Research  and  Development  Program  would  include  a  Science  and  Technology  Park 
to  focus  on  clean  and  green  industry  that  can  accommodate  biotech  or  any  other  research  and 
development  use. 

•  Shipyard-Stadium-69,000  seat  National  Football  League  (NFL)  stadium.  A  portion  of  the  asphalt 
parking  would  be  transformed  into  dual  use  turf  fields  so  that  when  the  stadium  is  not  being  used  for 
NFL  purposes,  there  is  an  opportunity  for  a  regional-serving  recreational  use. 

•  Non-Stadium  Alternative  is  to  expand  Clean/Green  research  and  development  space  that  would 
include  outdoor  demonstration  projects  on  new  technologies. 

•  Artist  Experience — workshops  and  meetings  were  held  with  artists  to  determine  their  needs. 

•  Distinct  Character  Area  renderings  were  shown  of  proposed  sites: 

1 .  Candlestick  Village  Center  that  would  be  a  mixed  use,  regional  and  local  entertainment 
center  where  the  current  Monster  Park  site  is  today. 

2.  Candlestick  South — density  similar  to  the  Marina  District  with  a  state  park,  small  beach 
area,  trail,  housing  along  public  promenade. 

3.  Hunters  Point  Village  Center-neighborhood  retail  and  artists  studios  and  maritime 
heritage  park. 

4.  Expansive  Open  Space  Program  in  Candlestick  Point  and  Hunters  Point:  402  total  acres: 
State  Park,  134  acres;  Waterfront  &  Urban  Parks,  171  acres;  Dual  Use  Playing  Fields  and 
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Stadium,  97  acres.  Opportunities  exist  to  incorporate  sustainable  design  elements  into 
the  park  planning  program,  e.g.,  storm-water  treatment,  bio-filtration  ponds. 

•  Land  Use  Planning  for  Candlestick  Point  and  Hunters  Point  Shipyard.  A  description  was  given  of 
the  mixed  use,  retail/commercial,  low  rise  residential,  mid  high-rise  residential,  and  research  and 
development  areas. 

•  Proposed  Transit  Improvements  and  Neighborhood  Mobility  Transit  Stations.  Discussion  of 
extending  MUNI  lines  to  and  from  the  site;  connecting  to  the  3rd  Street  Light  Rail,  CalTrain,  and 
Bayshore  station  so  connections  can  be  made  north  and  south.  Transit  improvements  discussed 
included  incorporating  a  Bus  Rapid  Transit  (BRT)  system  into  the  development  plan,  creating  a 
ferry  terminal  located  at  Hunters  Point  Shipyard,  and  express  bus  service. 

•  Community  amenities  considerations  to  incorporate  into  the  project:  arena/performance  venue, 
neighborhood  grocery  stores,  community  centers,  day  care  center,  arts  and  culture,  health  clinics, 
and  educational  facilities.  A  community  benefits  program  is  being  worked  on  to  determine  what  the 
community  desires  and  is  important  to  them. 

•  Jobs  and  Job  Training:  Important  part  of  the  program  that  includes  numerous  job  and  economic 
development  opportunities  from  regional  retail,  neighborhood  retail,  research  and  development 
center,  science  and  technology  park,  performance  venue,  etc. 

Director  Blumenfeld  introduced  Mr.  Saul  Bloom,  Executive  Director  of  Arc  Ecology,  who  has  been 
instrumental  in  shaping  the  cleanup  of  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  and  in  creating  the  Community  Window  on 
the  Shipyard.  Mr.  Bloom,  a  member  of  the  Hunters  Point  Citizens  Advisory  Committee,  discussed  the 
concept  of  sustainability  in  an  environmental  justice  community  and  how  the  City  has  interacted  with  this 
community  with  its  past  and  future  issues.  It  was  explained  that  another  form  of  sustainability  is  the  social 
justice  component  to  maintain  and  improve  the  nature  of  the  Bayview  community.  Mr.  Bloom  indicated  that 
he  was  happy  with  the  City's  approach  to  collaborate  and  improve  on  the  development  of  the  Plan  based 
on  community  input  versus  "announce  and  defend."  It  was  reported  that  ARC  Ecology  would  be  providing 
consulting  services  on  the  Sustainability  Plan. 

Mr.  Bloom  discussed  community  concerns  with  sustainability  issues  that  include  protection  of  habitat, 
integration  with  the  overall  neighborhood,  transportation,  and  the  plan  to  build  a  bridge  that  could  be  used 
for  vehicular  traffic.  "If  we  build  it,  they  will  want  to  use  it."  It  was  explained  that  ARC  Ecology  was  involved 
with  a  coalition  of  organizations  including  Clean  Water  Action,  the  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society,  and 
Bayview  Advocates  who  seek  environmental  justice  in  developing  an  analysis  of  the  Yosemite  Slough 
south  basin  area  as  it  is  a  complex  area  for  wildlife— 1 72  separate  species  of  animals  were  identified  in  a 
year-long  survey.  It  was  stated  that  historically,  this  area  was  a  rich,  diverse  biological  area  that  was 
composed  of  an  incredible  system  of  wetlands,  watersheds,  and  creeks.  Additional  concerns  that  were 
discussed  included: 

•  Approach  to  building  near  wildlife  habitats  and  whether  the  development  of  the  original  park 
land  would  impinge  on  the  sustainability  of  that  area.  The  planned  bridge  would  be  too  close  to 
one  of  the  nesting  habitats  and  may  impact  the  sustainability  of  natural  resources. 

•  Friends  of  Candlestick  Point's  concern  with  the  changeover  of  park  land  to  a  parking  lot, 
residences,  and  other  planned  development. 

•  Ensure  that  the  Bayview  community's  vision  to  create  a  waterfront  park  all  around  the 
circumference  of  the  south  basin  shoreline  really  happens. 

•  Development  proposed  for  the  Shipyard  area  where  ARC  Ecology  is  working  with  the  San 
Francisco  Airport  to  develop  a  strategy  for  wetlands  and  storm  water  treatment  facilities. 

•  Purpose  of  the  grassland  pier  unknown. 

•  Not  enough  density  in  the  research  and  development  area;  not  enough  "ladders"  that  would 
bring  people  into  the  economy  that  are  not  part  of  the  economy;  how  people  would  develop 
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ownership  here  as  opposed  to  being  facility  workers;  how  the  community  would  be  integrated 
into  the  future  of  the  site;  the  jobs-housing  balance;  transit  linkages;  and  access  points  to 
freeways. 

•  How  the  Plan  would  interact  with  the  air  pollution  cap  that  the  City  agreed  to  in  the  previous 
1997  EIR. 

•  How  open  space  is  vegetated,  natural  plantings,  how  wildlife  migration  around  the  shipyard  is 
going  to  be  accommodated. 

•  The  outcome  of  cleanup  for  Parcel  F  and  the  Shipyard. 

•  Transfer  Agreement  of  Shipyard  Parcel  B  as  it  relates  to  cleanup  strategies.  It  was  stated  that 
one  effective  strategy  is  that  the  Navy  will  be  responsible  for  the  cleanup,  and  the  City  will  be 
responsible  for  the  recovery  strategies.  Concern  was  expressed  with  (1 )  recovery  strategies  as 
it  relates  to  the  community  being  exposed  to  pollution,  and  (2)  what  could  be  contained  in  the 
landfill,  including  underneath  Monster  Park. 

Mr.  Bloom  stated  that  the  developer  has  made  a  substantial  community  benefits  investment,  and  the  City  is 
working  hard  to  ensure  that  the  Plan  works.  The  importance  of  balancing  all  of  these  issues  into  one 
sustainable  packet  that  works  for  everyone  was  stressed.  Mr.  Bloom  extended  an  invitation  to  all 
interested  parties  to  attend  the  Bayview  Community  Advisory  Committee  meetings  on  the  second  Monday 
of  each  month  and  invited  the  group  to  discuss  the  Draft  EIR  once  it  becomes  available. 

Ms.  Jean  Rogers,  ARUP  presented  an  overview  of  the  initial  process  for  developing  the  Sustainability  Plan 
and  future  plans  (Explanatory  Document:  "A  New  Sustainable  Neighborhood  Candlestick  Point  &  Hunters 
Point"  presentation  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironm 

dARUP.pdf.)  Ms.  Rogers  described  ARUP  firm's  main  focus  to  provide  sustainability  services.  It  was  stated 
that  the  Hunters  Point  community  faces  many  global  challenges  that  solutions  are  being  sought  for. 
Challenges  include  social  justice,  environmental,  integration  of  the  community  with  the  rest  of  San 
Francisco,  transportation  and  accessibility,  economic,  and  health  impacts.  Ms.  Rogers  stated  that  it  is 
hoped  that  this  Sustainability  Plan  can  address  many  of  those  issues,  particularly  the  health-related  issues. 
Presentation  topics  included: 

•  Community  Social  Issues  from  2000  U.S.  Census  Data  figures:  high  percentage  of  children 
living  in  poverty;  educational  challenges,  high  minority  population,  high  home  ownership  rate. 

•  A  Vision  for  Sustainable  Development  in  the  new  community:  commitment  to  the  principles  in 
the  Urban  Environmental  Accords  and  creating  a  thriving  and  sustainable  new  mixed-use 
neighborhood  that  will  provide  opportunities  for  residents  to  live,  recreate,  job  opportunities, 
good  education,  and  a  safe,  affordable  and  healthy  environment. 

•  Incorporating  sustainability  into  the  Master  Plan  by  providing  (1 )  environmental  stewardship 
(preserve  natural  resources)  (2)  social  benefits  (vibrant,  compact,  affordable  community)  and 
(3)  economic  vitality  (job  growth,  new  small  businesses,  resource  efficient  strategies  to  reduce 
household  expenditures). 

•  Sustainability  Planning  Approach  Key  Principles  and  Stakeholders. 

•  Project  Approach.  Baseline  assessment  that  was  completed  in  2006  for  the  Hunters  Point 
project  that  did  not  include  Candlestick  Point  will  be  updated.  Sustainability  Plan  framework, 
draft  plan  and  green  building  specifications,  and  finalizing  the  plan  will  be  worked  on  in  2008. 

•  Planning  team  (sustainability  topics  and  lead  firms  on  topics)  that  includes  consultants  and 
stakeholder  input  on  sustainability  topics. 

•  Sustainability  Plan  to  include  vision  and  guiding  principles,  six  focus  areas,  strategies  and 
targets,  key  delivery  partners,  implementation  plan,  and  design  guidelines  for  infrastructure  and 
buildings. 
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•  Sustainability  framework  objectives  for  each  focus  area — setting  performance  targets, 
strategies,  key  aspects  of  implementation,  and  a  cost  benefit  analysis. 

•  Goals  of  each  focus  area:  to  (1 )  ensure  economic  vitality  (affordable  housing,  job  opportunities, 
bringing  green  tech  industry  into  the  area);  (2)  strengthen  community  identity  and  cohesion 
(access  to  essential  services,  historical  and  cultural  preservation);  (3)  enhance  public  well 
being  and  quality  of  life  (recreational  facilities  for  the  community  members,  enhancing  open 
space  and  designing  to  promote  safe  streets  and  cleaner  industries);  (4)  improve  accessibility 
and  transportation  (designing  and  promoting  mode  shift  to  bicycling  and  walking,  new  BRT 
routes,  promoting  car-share,  carpooling,  new  roadway  improvements,  and  ferry  access);  (5) 
promote  resource  efficiency  (energy,  water  and  waste  strategies);  (6)  and  protect  the 
environment  (mitigate  contamination  with  Integrated  Pest  Management  measures;  restore 
ecosystems;  protect  biodiversity;  preserve  open  space,  parks,  and  wildlife  corridors;  plan  for 
climate  change),  etc. 

•  Sustainability  Reference  (1 )  Masterplan  evaluation  for  LEED  ND  Certification  and  to  support 
the  intent  of  the  Urban  Environmental  Accords;  and  (2)  development  of  Green  Building 
Specifications  that  will  be  applied  to  all  new  buildings  that  will  be  a  condition  of  approval  for 
building  permits. 

•  Implementation  Plan:  identify  implementation  partners,  synch  sustainability  infrastructure  with 
phasing  of  development,  and  develop  key  performance  indicators  and  monitoring  plan. 

•  Tools  for  implementation  of  the  Sustainability  Plan:  term  sheet,  green  building  specifications, 
design  guidelines,  construction  documents,  commissioning  and  operating  documents,  and 
development  and  disposition  agreement. 

Public  Comment 

Ms.  Eve  Bach  reported  that  ARC  Ecology  prepared  an  open  space  study  and  produced  a  book,  From 
Pollution  to  Parkland:  Alternatives  For  A  Waterfront  Park  at  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  that  was  distributed  at 
the  meeting  and  available  at  the  ARC  Ecology  website.  With  Coastal  Conservancy  funding  to  look  at  the 
1996  HPS  proposal,  ARC  concluded  that  the  narrow  shoreline  open  space  would  not  achieve  what  you'd 
get  with  a  wider  park.  It  was  reported  that  the  Mayor's  Office  had  funded  ARC  Ecology  to  study  the 
economic  development  potentials  for  addressing  the  needs  of  the  Bayview  Hunters  Point  Community,  and 
Ms.  Bach  had  prepared  and  presented  a  draft  report  "The  Economic  Development  Potential  of  a  Waterfront 
Park  at  Hunters  Point  Shipyard."  The  report  topics  include  (1)  a  Shipyard  waterfront  park,  a  resource  for 
community  economic  development;  (2)  conventional  views  of  the  economic  benefits  of  parks;  (3)  Shipyard 
redevelopment  planning  history;  (4)  combating  unemployment  and  poverty;  and  (5)  leveraging  the 
economic  development  potential  of  a  Shipyard  waterfront  park  with  workforce  development. 

Unidentified  Speaker  reported  on  the  confusion  in  the  community  as  to  who  would  be  accountable  for  the 
cleanup,  whether  it  would  be  PG&E,  the  Federal  EPA,  or  other  agencies.  Ms.  Bohee  reported  that  there 
would  be  a  number  of  cleanup  efforts  citywide--the  Navy  is  responsible  for  the  cleanup  of  the  Shipyard 
through  a  binding  conveyance  agreement  adopted  in  2004  and  is  subject  to  oversight  by  the  Federal 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  a  coalition  of  state  and  local  regulators.  Cleanup  is  also  subject  to 
appropriations  from  the  federal  government — $82  million  to  cleanup  the  next  phase  of  Shipyard 
development,  Parcel  B  housing  and  a  portion  of  Parcel  D.  Ms.  Bohee  reported  that  PG&E  is  required  to 
cleanup  to  residential  standards  which  is  subject  to  oversight  by  the  City  and  additional  regulators. 

Ms.  Jamie  Ray,  Director  of  San  Francisco  Rescued  Orphan  Mammal  Program  (ROMP),  inquired  if  there 
would  be  open  space  for  wildlife  habitat  that  would  not  be  utilized  for  human  recreational  use.  It  was  stated 
that  ARC  Ecology's  report  on  Parcel  E  indicates  that  there  is  a  potential  to  host  hundreds  of  species  and 
provides  for  a  habitat-rich  waterfront  park.  Mr.  Proud  stated  that  state  park  property  would  be  the  most 
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likely  sources  of  land  for  habitat  use  and  reported  on  discussions  with  park  planners  and  wildlife 
consultants  on  the  Yosemite  Slough  area,  bridge,  and  crossings  over  Yosemite  Slough.  It  was  stated  that 
the  area  outside  of  the  slough  has  not  been  mapped  out  yet,  and  Parcel  E  is  not  yet  slated  for 
development.  Mr.  Proud  indicated  that  there  are  wildlife  habitat  opportunities  on  Parcel  E  and  Parcel  E 
shoreline  that  may  not  be  heavily  used  for  recreational  uses. 

Ms.  Rebecca  Evans,  Sierra  Club,  commended  Mr.  Bloom's  discussion  about  environmental  and  wildlife 
habitat  concerns.  It  was  stated  that  the  Sierra  Club  has  concerns  about  impacts  to  wildlife  habitat  as  a 
result  of  possible  bridge  uses.  Ms.  Evans  was  pleased  to  learn  that  the  project  would  incorporate 
Community  Choice  Aggregation,  but  expressed  her  concern  that  the  community  is  not  well  served  by 
transportation  or  by  roadways  and  stressed  the  importance  of  providing  as  much  transportation  service  as 
possible  in  order  to  minimize  automobile  use  and  exhaust.  It  was  suggested  that  parking  use  be  examined 
for  how  it  impacts  other  problems.  A  suggestion  was  also  made  to  adhere  to  the  Transit  First  Policy  and 
City's  Sustainability  Plan  when  developing  this  plan. 

Mr.  Bonner  stated  that  one  of  the  promises  of  this  development  is  to  create  job  training  opportunities 
specifically  in  construction.  Development  will  be  over  a  10-12  year  period  and  unions  will  be  worked  with 
through  the  City  Build  program.  It  was  stated  that  the  unions  seem  to  be  excited  over  the  development  as 
it  provides  for  an  apprenticeship  program  and  employment  over  a  10-12  year  period  with  good  construction 
wages.  Mr.  Bonner  discussed  the  opportunities  for  employment  in  the  research  and  development  area  for 
people  who  begin  the  training  process  early.  It  was  stated  that  the  Bayview  community  has  the  potential  to 
work  in  these  fields  if  given  the  right  educational  opportunities  and  facilities.  Mr.  Bonner  indicated  that  they 
would  be  working  with  the  community  to  create  the  jobs  and  so  that  people  could  live  and  work  in  the 
community.  It  was  reported  that  there  would  be  up  to  10,000  new  homes  and  22,000  new  people,  and 
through  the  stadium  alternative  there  would  be  8,170  permanent  jobs,  which  does  not  include  the 
construction  site.  Ms.  Bohee  reported  that  there  would  be  a  lot  of  other  opportunities  in  the  life,  science, 
research  and  development,  clean  and  green  technology  fields  for  people  who  go  through  the  training 
programs. 

Ms.  Pam  Hemphill  inquired  whether  the  green  fields  would  contain  astro-turf  or  natural  grass.  Mr.  Bonner 
stated  that  the  landscape  architects  have  identified  a  process  that  contains  natural  grass.  Speaker  asked 
whether  there  were  plans  for  health  care  facilities  and  police  stations.  Mr.  Bonner  reported  that  the 
community  will  determine  what  the  most  important  and  necessary  community  developments  would  be,  and 
opportunities  would  be  created  for  those  facilities  to  be  built.  It  was  stated  that  health,  education  and  safety 
should  be  priorities  to  pay  attention  to,  and  it  is  intended  that  programs  be  proposed  to  accommodate  those 
programs  through  dialogue  with  the  community.  Mr.  Bonner  stated  that  the  planning  team  would  be 
making  future  presentations  to  the  Policy  Committee  to  show  what  is  being  negotiated.  Ms.  Hemphill  spoke 
in  opposition  to  the  bridge  plans  for  Yosemite  Slough  because  of  the  impact  on  traffic  and  wildlife. 

Director  Blumenfeld  requested  a  timeline  of  future  activities.  It  was  indicated  that  the  Policy  Committee 
would  be  holding  monthly  meetings  from  now  until  July  to  discuss  the  Plan,  and  a  request  was  made  to 
forward  meaningful  materials  before  the  scheduled  meetings.  Director  Blumenfeld  wanted  to  know  how  the 
horizontal  would  merge  with  the  vertical  development.  It  was  reported  that  the  Land  Use  Plan  is  in  the 
stage  of  being  finalized.  Mr.  Bonner  reported  that  the  49ers  stadium  would  be  on  Santa  Clara's  November 
ballot,  and  that  the  Term  Sheet  would  be  presented  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  before  November. 

Ms.  Emily  Rogers,  Legislative  Aide,  Supervisor  Maxwell's  Office,  requested  additional  details  on  stadium 
alternatives. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  requested  (1)  that  more  attention  be  paid  to  biological  diversity  aside  from  the 
state  park  component;  (2)  alternatives  to  the  proposed  bridge  be  presented;  (3)  that  the  plan  contain  green 
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building  standards  on  landscaping  and  habitat  values;  and  (4)  maps  contain  bay  trail  locations. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  was  pleased  with  resource  conservation,  waste  reduction  and 
stormwater  improvement  efforts  and  recommended  that  PUC  be  contacted  to  discuss  decentralized 
sewage  and  stormwater  treatment  alternatives.  Ms.  Rogers  indicated  that  she  had  received  an  excellent 
report  from  the  PUC  on  alternatives. 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  using  areas  in  addition  to  those  in  the  Recreation  and  Park  program 
as  opportunities-for  Low-Impact  Development  facilities  to  manage  stormwater;  e.g.,  through  infiltration. 
Commissioner  Martin  questioned: 

•  The  nature  of  areas  shown  in  white  at  midblocks,  whether  or  not  they  were  paved  as  the  rest  of 
the  white  areas  are.  It  was  explained  that  the  areas  were  not  intended  to  be  paved. 

•  The  occupancy  of  the  stadium.  It  was  explained  that  there  were  69,000  seats  and  14,000  to 
19,000  cars. 

•  The  balance  of  integration  of  the  mixed  uses  such  as  in  the  Alice  Griffith  area,  which  is  single 
use  and  encouraged  inclusion  of  neighborhood-serving  retail. 

•  The  role  of  cars  regarding  freeway  access  and  storage  of  private  cars  for  residences  at  the 
perimeter,  an  approach  used  in  the  Treasure  Island  Plan. 

•  To  address  the  treatment  of  edges  in  terms  of  integrating  into  the  neighborhood,  extend 
plantings  across  the  boundary  of  the  project  to  avoid  a  harsh  distinction  and  questioned  the 
placement  and  treatment  of  the  waste  facility  as  an  example. 

•  Requested  that  the  project  address  light  pollution,  as  is  evident  in  project  renderings. 

•  Suggested  that  green  building  standards  extend  to  include  existing  buildings,  for  example 
cleaning  practices  and  commissioning  standards. 

Chair  Wald  questioned  whether  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  would  incorporate  the  Sustainability  Plan. 
Mr.  Bonner  indicated  that  the  Draft  EIR  would  not  be  available  until  approximately  September  and  would 
incorporate  the  Sustainability  Plan.  Ms.  Bohee  stated  that  now  is  the  time  to  receive  the  Department  and 
Commissioner's  feedback,  leadership,  partnership  and  direction  into  the  Plan.  It  was  stated  that  the 
planning  team  would  set  forth  the  schedules  and  deliverables  so  the  Committee  and  Department  can 
review  materials  efficiently.  Director  Blumenfeld  introduced  Mr.  David  Pascal,  Clean  Tech  Coordinator  and 
Department  staff  members  who  could  assist  with  sustainability  efforts;  e.g.  construction  and  demolition 
debris  recovery,  sustainability  efforts,  selection  process  for  educational  institutions,  etc. 

5.  Announcements  (Discussion).  There  were  no  announcements  made  at  this  time. 

6.  Commission  Secretary's  Report  on  Correspondence  Received  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 
(Explanatory  Document:  Capital  Improvement  Project  to  Build  and  Operate  the  San  Francisco  Nature 
Center  at  the  Sunset  Richmond  Treatment  Site 

http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/SF%20Nature%20Center%20Revised.pdf) 

Ms.  Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary  reported  that  correspondence  had  been  received  from  Ms.  Jamie 
Ray  who  is  requesting  the  Commission's  support  in  sponsoring  a  Resolution  to  support  the  building  of  the 
San  Francisco  Nature  Center  at  the  Sunset  Richmond  Treatment  Plant  site.  Ms.  Jamie  Ray  stated  that 
San  Francisco  is  one  of  the  few  counties  without  a  wildlife  care  facility,  which  means  birds  have  to  be 
transported  to  San  Mateo  County  for  care.  It  was  stated  that  time  is  important  for  emergency  care  to  make 
a  difference  in  animal  survival,  and  waiting  for  Animal  Control  officers  to  drive  birds  to  San  Mateo  County  or 
hope  they  are  not  short  staffed  to  drive  there  often  times  results  in  many  birds  being  lost. 

Ms.  Ray  stated  that  she  provides  care  for  many  of  the  wild  mammals  that  are  injured  in  this  county  through 
private  home  care  with  40  volunteers  assisting  in  this  program.  Ms.  Ray  stated  that  she  would  like  a 
centralized  facility  for  mammals  and  birds  similar  to  the  Marine  Mammal  Center  or  Lindsay  Wildlife 
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Museum,  etc.  It  was  stated  that  there  is  an  opportunity  to  acquire  land  for  this  purpose  and  potential 
funding  to  build  the  facility.  Discussions  included: 

•  Adding  an  environmental  education  component  to  the  nature  center.  The  focus  would  be 
broader  and  would  bring  in  the  Department  of  the  Environment  and  other  organizations  as  a 
central  place  to  offer  classes,  workshops,  and  presentations  for  the  public  to  learn  more  about 
and  become  stewards  of  the  environment. 

•  San  Francisco  Rescued  Orphan  Mammal  Program  would  be  absorbed  into  a  San  Francisco 
Nature  Center  wildlife  hospital  and  environmental  education  center  to  include  birds  and 
mammals. 

•  Proposition  A  that  was  just  passed  by  the  voters  includes  $185  million  in  funding  in  which  $5 
million  could  be  allocated  in  grants  to  community-proposed  projects. 

•  The  nature  center  would  be  run  as  a  non-profit  organization  with  funding  sources  from  public 
private  partnerships,  grants,  donations,  and  memberships  for  ongoing  operations  and 
maintenance.  Ms.  Ray  reported  that  she  has  identified  granting  sources. 

•  Budget  would  be  approximately  about  half  a  million  a  year.  It  was  determined  that  it  may  cost 
about  $1  V2  million  to  build  2500  sq.  ft.  that  would  include  water,  sewer,  and  LEED  construction. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  for  quantitative  data  on  (1)  how  many  mammals  and  birds  are  not  surviving 
because  San  Francisco  does  not  have  this  type  of  facility;  (2)  how  many  are  being  transported  on  a  daily 
basis;  and  (3)  number  of  trips  being  made  to  other  facilities.  Ms.  Ray  reported  that  she  would  research 
current  figures.  Commissioners  asked  for  additional  details  on  the  benefits  received  if  the  birds  would  not 
have  to  be  transported;  e.g.  quantitative  figures  on  how  many  birds  could  be  saved  if  there  were  a  city 
facility,  etc.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  design  plans  and  number  of  birds  and  mammals  that 
could  be  accommodated.  Chair  Wald  suggested  researching  information  from  the  San  Mateo  facility  to 
anticipate  the  number  of  animals  the  San  Francisco  center  could  accommodate,  and  how  much  space  that 
requires,  etc. 

Director  Blumenfeld  inquired  whether  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  had  agreed  that  the  land  could 
be  used  for  a  nature  center.  Ms.  Ray  indicated  that  the  proposal  had  been  provided  to  the  Recreation  and 
Park  Department,  but  would  require  a  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  amendment  and  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  approval.  Ms.  Ray  reported  that  another  possibility  that  may  be  a  better  location  for  the  nature 
center  could  be  one  of  the  existing  buildings  at  Lake  Merced.  It  was  explained  that  the  San  Francisco 
Public  Utilities  Commission  has  taken  back  the  management  of  all  of  the  activities  besides  the  golf  course 
at  Lake  Merced  from  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department,  and  there  would  be  a  meeting  scheduled  on 
February  14  to  discuss  proposals  for  buildings  around  Lake  Merced.  Director  Blumenfeld  asked  to  see  a 
letter  from  the  Animal  Care  and  Control  Department,  Recreation  and  Park  and  Public  Utilities  Commission 
supporting  the  facility  or  suggested  setting  up  a  meeting  with  relevant  agencies  to  seek  support. 
Commissioner  Martin  indicated  that  she  would  support  the  concept  of  the  center  and  leave  out  the  location 
until  further  details  are  provided.  Director  Blumenfeld  suggested  using  the  San  Francisco  Zoo  property  as 
another  possibility. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  (1)  expressed  concern  with  the  Golden  Gate  Park  location  as  there  may  be 
opposition  to  more  building  in  the  park,  and  indicated  that  Lake  Merced  may  be  a  better  location;  (2) 
requested  input  from  the  Audubon  Society  and  from  other  rehabilitation  hospitals;  (3)  expressed  concern 
for  the  ongoing  funding  program,  acquiring  volunteers,  and  requested  review  of  the  Lindsay  Museum  or 
similar  facility  budget  on  maintenance  operations  and  construction  budgets;  (4)  supported  the  concept  of 
having  a  City  wildlife  rehabilitation  hospital,  but  questioned  whether  it  should  be  combined  with  a 
composting  facility  or  other  activities  and  requested  a  discussion  on  the  pros  and  cons;  (5)  asked  for 
additional  information  on  precisely  how  the  space  would  serve  the  City's  wildlife  needs;  and  (6)  questioned 
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whether  it  should  be  called  the  Nature  Center  and  be  committed  to  nature  in  general  or  be  called  a  wildlife 
center  or  hospital.  Commissioner  Gravanis  requested  additional  information  about  the  proposal  before 
making  a  recommendation  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  usually  people  that  request  the  Commission's  support  already  have  a  site, 
budget,  and  a  Committee  to  help  make  that  a  reality.  Then  the  Commission  can  be  helpful  by  endorsing 
the  project  so  fundraisers  and  other  foundations  can  be  approached.  At  this  time,  the  project  may  change 
many  times  and  if  the  Commission  does  not  like  the  final  concept,  they  would  have  already  issued  their 
support.  Director  Blumenfeld  requested  that  Ms.  Ray  present  a  concrete  budget  and  solid  reasons  as  to 
why  this  facility  is  needed  in  San  Francisco.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  would  be  in  favor  of 
writing  a  letter  in  support  of  the  concept.  Commissioner  Martin  encouraged  that  this  vision  be  pursued  and 
requested  additional  details  on  the  facilities,  a  case  study  of  one  that  is  similar,  volume  of  treatment  of 
animals  anticipated,  and  to  flush  out  the  vision  more  fully  about  budget  and  maintenance  and  who  would 
be  involved.  Ms.  Ray  reported  that  there  would  be  eight  paid  staff,  two  educational  staff,  two  providing 
medical-care,  administrative,  development,  and  a  volunteer  coordinator.  Director  Blumenfeld  requested 
information  be  provided  on  the  before  and  after  benefits — here  is  what  we  have  now,  this  is  what  we  will 
have  in  the  future  with  staff  and  budget  and  how  that  would  work  with  the  funding  investment. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  that  Ms.  Ray  approach  the  Parks,  Recreation  and  Open  Space 
Advisory  Committee  (PROSAC)  as  a  way  to  propose  amendments  to  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  to 
include  the  facility.  It  was  also  suggested  that  other  facilities  such  as  the  Randall  and  Lindsay  Museums 
provide  their  recommendations  on  the  proposal.  Ms.  Ray  stated  that  they  want  all  of  those  organizations  in 
support  in  order  to  get  momentum  to  receive  the  funding.  Director  Blumenfeld  suggested  setting  up  a 
meeting  with  Ms.  Ray,  the  Public  Utilities  Commission,  and  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  to  discuss 
options  and  recommended  researching  additional  entities  for  location  possibilities.  The  Commission  would 
then  discuss  support  of  the  proposal  after  commitment  from  either  of  those  two  organizations. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Pam  Hemphill,  an  Animal  Control  and  Welfare  Commissioner,  stated  that  it  is 
evident  that  San  Francisco  does  not  have  a  wildlife  rehabilitation  center  other  than  Ms.  Ray's.  Ms. 
Hemphill  reported  that  it  takes  birds  sometimes  a  day  to  reach  the  proper  facility  for  care.  The  Cosco 
Busan  oil  spill  birds  had  to  wait  a  lot  of  hours  to  be  picked  up  from  Animal  Care  and  Control  to  go  to  an 
available  facility  and  most  of  the  birds  died  as  a  result.  Ms.  Hemphill  felt  that  the  proposal  would  do  better 
in  acquiring  a  space  if  it  were  initially  just  for  the  rehabilitation  and  wildlife  center.  It  was  suggested  that 
additional  programs  could  be  added  in  the  future.  A  discussion  was  held  on  offering  a  food  concession  as 
a  revenue  component.  Ms.  Ray  stated  that  she  would  be  providing  a  proposal  with  additional  details  to  the 
Commissioners. 

7.  Election  of  Chair  (Discussion  and  Action).  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis  and  second  by 
Commissioner  Martin,  Chair  Wald  was  reelected  as  Chair.  Chair  Wald  accepted  the  nomination. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  it  would  be  useful  to  elect  a  Vice-Chair  and  the  Commission  Secretary 
indicated  that  she  would  check  with  the  Deputy  City  Attorney  as  to  how  the  Bylaws  reflect  this  office  and 
place  it  on  the  next  agenda  if  appropriate. 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  This  agenda  item  was  not  discussed  at  this  time. 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

10.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  8:03  p.m. 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 
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TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy 
Committee's  website  http://sfqov.orq/site/sfenvironment  meeting. asp?id=61 005,  (3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each 
agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415- 
355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish(5)sfgov.orq. 


Approved: 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
POLICY  COMMITTEE 


REGULAR  MEETING 

APPROVED  MINUTES  DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 

Monday,  February  11,  2008,  5:00  P.M. 
I/"/**  City  Hall,  Room  421  APR  1  7  2008 

X4>*r0*ek  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102  SAN  FRANCISCO 

PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair);  Ruth  Gravanis  and  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 

1 .  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at 
5:08  p.m.  Present:  Commissioners  Wald,  Gravanis  and  Martin. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  January  14,  2008  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting  (Discussion  and 
Action).  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  Martin,  the  January  14, 
2008  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  (AYES:  Chair  Wald,  Commissioners  Gravanis  and  Martin) 
(Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Minutes  of  the  January  14,  2008  Policy  Committee  Meeting 

http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=741 7fj). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Development  of  a  Sustainability  Plan  for  Redevelopment  of  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  and  Candlestick 
Point  Project  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion). 

SPONSOR:  Commissioner  Johanna  Wald  and  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 
SPEAKERS:  Jean  Rogers,  Principal  ARUP;  Tiffany  Bohee,  Project  Manager,  Office  of  Economic  and 

Workforce  Development;  Saul  Bloom,  Executive  Director,  Arc  Ecology; 
Kofi  Bonner,  President  of  Lennar  Urban;  Stephen  Proud,  Project  Manager,  Lennar  Urban 

Chair  Wald  reported  that  additional  meetings  would  be  held  on  this  topic  and  requested  that  at  least  one 
meeting  be  held  in  the  community.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  one  of  the  City's  opportunities  is  to  look 
at  large  parcels  of  undeveloped  land  such  as  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  and  Candlestick  Point  and  ensure 
that  community  and  citywide  voices  are  heard  to  solve  design  problems  and  to  build  a  sustainable 
community.  Director  Blumenfeld  thanked  the  presenters  for  bringing  the  development  of  the  plan  to  the 
Commission  early  so  that  the  Commission  and  Department  could  have  a  role  in  shaping  the  plan. 

Ms.  Tiffany  Bohee,  Project  Manager,  Mayor's  Office  Base  Reuse  and  Real  Estate  Development,  Hunters 
Point  Shipyard  and  Candlestick  Point  Integrated  Development  Project,  stated  that  this  plan  was  at  the  start 
of  the  sustainability  planning  process.  Ms.  Bohee  described  the  history  and  planning  process  for 
development  of  the  plan  dating  back  from  2005  to  present.  It  was  reported  that  in  2007,  the  Board  and 
Mayor  approved  a  conceptual  framework  for  integrated  development  that  set  forth  broad  principles  for 
these  sites  that  include  affordability,  retaining  the  artists'  village,  preliminary  land  use  plans  for  a  mixed- 
income  community,  housing,  job  generating  uses,  park  uses,  as  well  as  transportation  and  access  issues. 
Ms.  Bohee  stated  that  the  Plan  is  now  going  through  a  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA) 
process,  and  that  a  notice  of  preparation  of  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  was  issued  in  August.  It 
was  projected  that  by  summer  of  2009,  all  documents  would  be  finalized;  e.g.,  the  final  Disposition  and 
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Development  Agreement  with  Lennar,  Redevelopment  Plan  amendments,  Certified  EIR,  Sustainability 
Plan,  and  Affordable  Housing  Plan. 

Mr.  Kofi  Bonner,  President  of  Lennar  Urban,  thanked  the  Commission  and  Director  for  their  leadership  in 
assisting  with  the  development  of  the  plan.  It  was  reported  that  the  project  team  is  in  the  process  of 
thinking  through  the  components  to  verify  that  this  is  the  direction  the  City  wants  to  take.  Community 
meetings  are  being  held  to  discuss  the  plan  with  groups  such  as  the  Citizens  Advisory  Group  appointed  to 
oversee  the  shipyard,  the  Project  Area  Committee  that  oversees  the  Bayview  Redevelopment  Plan,  and 
other  smaller  groups  such  as  the  Bayview  Neighborhood  and  the  India  Basin  Neighborhood  Associations. 
A  community  outreach  schedule  and  four  workshops  have  been  finalized  in  order  to  provide  input  into 
sections  of  the  plan  to  help  improve  the  planning  process. 

Mr.  Stephen  Proud,  Project  Manager,  Lennar  Urban  presented  an  overview  of  the  Candlestick  Point  & 
Hunters  Point  Shipyard  proposed  project  plan  that  includes  planning  to  date,  uses  being  considered,  and 
general  concepts  under  consideration  (Explanatory  Document:  "Candlestick  Point  &  Hunters  Point 
Shipyard"  presentation  (PDF) 

http://web1. sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/CandlestickHtrsPtLennarPres.pdf).   Principles  and 

concepts  that  would  be  incorporated  into  the  land  planning  process  were  discussed;  e.g.,  affordability  of 
housing  at  both  sites,  vibrant,  distinct,  new  walkable  mixed-use  neighborhoods,  sustainability, 
transportation  mobility,  open  space,  jobs  and  development  program.  Mr.  Proud  reported  that  sustainability 
principles  to  the  local  ecosystem,  global  environment,  integrated  infrastructure,  and  green  energy  would  be 
a  focus  of  the  development  program.  Presentation  topics  included: 

•  Development  Area.  Work  is  currently  being  done  on  the  Hilltop  and  Hillside  areas,  where  the  first 
Phase  of  the  Shipyard  Parcel  A  is  in  development.  Grading  has  been  completed,  infrastructure  is 
going  into  place,  and  new  housing  will  soon  be  developed  in  that  area.  The  development  area 
consists  of  771  acres,  approximately  495  on  Hunters  Point  and  276  in  Candlestick. 

•  Land  Planning  in  Distinct  Characters  Areas — how  each  of  these  areas  are  developed  and  how 
various  sites  work  together.  Important  first  element  in  the  project  at  Candlestick  Development 
program  is  to  rebuild  all  of  the  housing  that  is  at  Double  Rock  and  ensure  that  all  residents  at 
Double  Rock  Alice  Griffith  housing  sites  are  not  displaced. 

•  Hunters  Point  Research  and  Development  Program  would  include  a  Science  and  Technology  Park 
to  focus  on  clean  and  green  industry  that  can  accommodate  biotech  or  any  other  research  and 
development  use. 

•  Shipyard-Stadium-69,000  seat  National  Football  League  (NFL)  stadium.  A  portion  of  the  asphalt 
parking  would  be  transformed  into  dual  use  turf  fields  so  that  when  the  stadium  is  not  being  used  for 
NFL  purposes,  there  is  an  opportunity  for  a  regional-serving  recreational  use. 

•  Non-Stadium  Alternative  is  to  expand  Clean/Green  research  and  development  space  that  would 
include  outdoor  demonstration  projects  on  new  technologies. 

•  Artist  Experience — workshops  and  meetings  were  held  with  artists  to  determine  their  needs. 

•  Distinct  Character  Area  renderings  were  shown  of  proposed  sites: 

1 .  Candlestick  Village  Center  that  would  be  a  mixed  use,  regional  and  local  entertainment 
center  where  the  current  Monster  Park  site  is  today. 

2.  Candlestick  South — density  similar  to  the  Marina  District  with  a  state  park,  small  beach 
area,  trail,  housing  along  public  promenade. 

3.  Hunters  Point  Village  Center-neighborhood  retail  and  artists  studios  and  maritime 
heritage  park. 

4.  Expansive  Open  Space  Program  in  Candlestick  Point  and  Hunters  Point:  402  total  acres: 
State  Park,  134  acres;  Waterfront  &  Urban  Parks,  171  acres;  Dual  Use  Playing  Fields  and 
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Stadium,  97  acres.  Opportunities  exist  to  incorporate  sustainable  design  elements  into 
the  park  planning  program,  e.g.,  storm-water  treatment,  bio-filtration  ponds. 

•  Land  Use  Planning  for  Candlestick  Point  and  Hunters  Point  Shipyard.  A  description  was  given  of 
the  mixed  use,  retail/commercial,  low  rise  residential,  mid  high-rise  residential,  and  research  and 
development  areas. 

•  Proposed  Transit  Improvements  and  Neighborhood  Mobility  Transit  Stations.  Discussion  of 
extending  MUNI  lines  to  and  from  the  site;  connecting  to  the  3rd  Street  Light  Rail,  CalTrain,  and 
Bayshore  station  so  connections  can  be  made  north  and  south.  Transit  improvements  discussed 
included  incorporating  a  Bus  Rapid  Transit  (BRT)  system  into  the  development  plan,  creating  a 
ferry  terminal  located  at  Hunters  Point  Shipyard,  and  express  bus  service. 

•  Community  amenities  considerations  to  incorporate  into  the  project:  arena/performance  venue, 
neighborhood  grocery  stores,  community  centers,  day  care  center,  arts  and  culture,  health  clinics, 
and  educational  facilities.  A  community  benefits  program  is  being  worked  on  to  determine  what  the 
community  desires  and  is  important  to  them. 

•  Jobs  and  Job  Training:  Important  part  of  the  program  that  includes  numerous  job  and  economic 
development  opportunities  from  regional  retail,  neighborhood  retail,  research  and  development 
center,  science  and  technology  park,  performance  venue,  etc. 

Director  Blumenfeld  introduced  Mr.  Saul  Bloom,  Executive  Director  of  Arc  Ecology,  who  has  been 
instrumental  in  shaping  the  cleanup  of  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  and  in  creating  the  Community  Window  on 
the  Shipyard.  Mr.  Bloom,  a  member  of  the  Hunters  Point  Citizens  Advisory  Committee,  discussed  the 
concept  of  sustainability  in  an  environmental  justice  community  and  how  the  City  has  interacted  with  this 
community  with  its  past  and  future  issues.  It  was  explained  that  another  form  of  sustainability  is  the  social 
justice  component  to  maintain  and  improve  the  nature  of  the  Bayview  community.  Mr.  Bloom  indicated  that 
he  was  happy  with  the  City's  approach  to  collaborate  and  improve  on  the  development  of  the  Plan  based 
on  community  input  versus  "announce  and  defend."  It  was  reported  that  ARC  Ecology  would  be  providing 
consulting  services  on  the  Sustainability  Plan. 

Mr.  Bloom  discussed  community  concerns  with  sustainability  issues  that  include  protection  of  habitat, 
integration  with  the  overall  neighborhood,  transportation,  and  the  plan  to  build  a  bridge  that  could  be  used 
for  vehicular  traffic.  "If  we  build  it,  they  will  want  to  use  it."  It  was  explained  that  ARC  Ecology  was  involved 
with  a  coalition  of  organizations  including  Clean  Water  Action,  the  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society,  and 
Bayview  Advocates  who  seek  environmental  justice  in  developing  an  analysis  of  the  Yosemite  Slough 
south  basin  area  as  it  is  a  complex  area  for  wildlife~1 72  separate  species  of  animals  were  identified  in  a 
year-long  survey.  It  was  stated  that  historically,  this  area  was  a  rich,  diverse  biological  area  that  was 
composed  of  an  incredible  system  of  wetlands,  watersheds,  and  creeks.  Additional  concerns  that  were 
discussed  included: 

•  Approach  to  building  near  wildlife  habitats  and  whether  the  development  of  the  original  park 
land  would  impinge  on  the  sustainability  of  that  area.  The  planned  bridge  would  be  too  close  to 
one  of  the  nesting  habitats  and  may  impact  the  sustainability  of  natural  resources. 

•  Friends  of  Candlestick  Point's  concern  with  the  changeover  of  park  land  to  a  parking  lot, 
residences,  and  other  planned  development. 

•  Ensure  that  the  Bayview  community's  vision  to  create  a  waterfront  park  all  around  the 
circumference  of  the  south  basin  shoreline  really  happens. 

•  Development  proposed  for  the  Shipyard  area  where  ARC  Ecology  is  working  with  the  San 
Francisco  Airport  to  develop  a  strategy  for  wetlands  and  storm  water  treatment  facilities. 

•  Purpose  of  the  grassland  pier  unknown. 

•  Not  enough  density  in  the  research  and  development  area;  not  enough  "ladders"  that  would 
bring  people  into  the  economy  that  are  not  part  of  the  economy;  how  people  would  develop 
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ownership  here  as  opposed  to  being  facility  workers;  how  the  community  would  be  integrated 
into  the  future  of  the  site;  the  jobs-housing  balance;  transit  linkages;  and  access  points  to 
freeways. 

•  How  the  Plan  would  interact  with  the  air  pollution  cap  that  the  City  agreed  to  in  the  previous 
1997  EIR. 

•  How  open  space  is  vegetated,  natural  plantings,  how  wildlife  migration  around  the  shipyard  is 
going  to  be  accommodated. 

•  The  outcome  of  cleanup  for  Parcel  F  and  the  Shipyard. 

•  Transfer  Agreement  of  Shipyard  Parcel  B  as  it  relates  to  cleanup  strategies.  It  was  stated  that 
one  effective  strategy  is  that  the  Navy  will  be  responsible  for  the  cleanup,  and  the  City  will  be 
responsible  for  the  recovery  strategies.  Concern  was  expressed  with  (1 )  recovery  strategies  as 
it  relates  to  the  community  being  exposed  to  pollution,  and  (2)  what  could  be  contained  in  the 
landfill,  including  underneath  Monster  Park. 

Mr.  Bloom  stated  that  the  developer  has  made  a  substantial  community  benefits  investment,  and  the  City  is 
working  hard  to  ensure  that  the  Plan  works.  The  importance  of  balancing  all  of  these  issues  into  one 
sustainable  packet  that  works  for  everyone  was  stressed.  Mr.  Bloom  extended  an  invitation  to  all 
interested  parties  to  attend  the  Bayview  Community  Advisory  Committee  meetings  on  the  second  Monday 
of  each  month  and  invited  the  group  to  discuss  the  Draft  EIR  once  it  becomes  available. 

Ms.  Jean  Rogers,  ARUP  presented  an  overview  of  the  initial  process  for  developing  the  Sustainability  Plan 
and  future  plans  (Explanatory  Document:  "A  New  Sustainable  Neighborhood  Candlestick  Point  &  Hunters 
Point"  presentation  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironmen^ 

dARUP.pdf.)  Ms.  Rogers  described  ARUP  firm's  main  focus  to  provide  sustainability  services.  It  was  stated 
that  the  Hunters  Point  community  faces  many  global  challenges  that  solutions  are  being  sought  for. 
Challenges  include  social  justice,  environmental,  integration  of  the  community  with  the  rest  of  San 
Francisco,  transportation  and  accessibility,  economic,  and  health  impacts.  Ms.  Rogers  stated  that  it  is 
hoped  that  this  Sustainability  Plan  can  address  many  of  those  issues,  particularly  the  health-related  issues. 
Presentation  topics  included: 

•  Community  Social  Issues  from  2000  U.S.  Census  Data  figures:  high  percentage  of  children 
living  in  poverty;  educational  challenges,  high  minority  population,  high  home  ownership  rate. 

•  A  Vision  for  Sustainable  Development  in  the  new  community:  commitment  to  the  principles  in 
the  Urban  Environmental  Accords  and  creating  a  thriving  and  sustainable  new  mixed-use 
neighborhood  that  will  provide  opportunities  for  residents  to  live,  recreate,  job  opportunities, 
good  education,  and  a  safe,  affordable  and  healthy  environment. 

•  Incorporating  sustainability  into  the  Master  Plan  by  providing  (1 )  environmental  stewardship 
(preserve  natural  resources)  (2)  social  benefits  (vibrant,  compact,  affordable  community)  and 
(3)  economic  vitality  (job  growth,  new  small  businesses,  resource  efficient  strategies  to  reduce 
household  expenditures). 

•  Sustainability  Planning  Approach  Key  Principles  and  Stakeholders. 

•  Project  Approach.  Baseline  assessment  that  was  completed  in  2006  for  the  Hunters  Point 
project  that  did  not  include  Candlestick  Point  will  be  updated.  Sustainability  Plan  framework, 
draft  plan  and  green  building  specifications,  and  finalizing  the  plan  will  be  worked  on  in  2008. 

•  Planning  team  (sustainability  topics  and  lead  firms  on  topics)  that  includes  consultants  and 
stakeholder  input  on  sustainability  topics. 

•  Sustainability  Plan  to  include  vision  and  guiding  principles,  six  focus  areas,  strategies  and 
targets,  key  delivery  partners,  implementation  plan,  and  design  guidelines  for  infrastructure  and 
buildings. 
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•  Sustainability  framework  objectives  for  each  focus  area — setting  performance  targets, 
strategies,  key  aspects  of  implementation,  and  a  cost  benefit  analysis. 

•  Goals  of  each  focus  area:  to  (1 )  ensure  economic  vitality  (affordable  housing,  job  opportunities, 
bringing  green  tech  industry  into  the  area);  (2)  strengthen  community  identity  and  cohesion 
(access  to  essential  services,  historical  and  cultural  preservation);  (3)  enhance  public  well 
being  and  quality  of  life  (recreational  facilities  for  the  community  members,  enhancing  open 
space  and  designing  to  promote  safe  streets  and  cleaner  industries);  (4)  improve  accessibility 
and  transportation  (designing  and  promoting  mode  shift  to  bicycling  and  walking,  new  BRT 
routes,  promoting  car-share,  carpooling,  new  roadway  improvements,  and  ferry  access);  (5) 
promote  resource  efficiency  (energy,  water  and  waste  strategies);  (6)  and  protect  the 
environment  (mitigate  contamination  with  Integrated  Pest  Management  measures;  restore 
ecosystems;  protect  biodiversity;  preserve  open  space,  parks,  and  wildlife  corridors;  plan  for 
climate  change),  etc. 

•  Sustainability  Reference  (1 )  Masterplan  evaluation  for  LEED  ND  Certification  and  to  support 
the  intent  of  the  Urban  Environmental  Accords;  and  (2)  development  of  Green  Building 
Specifications  that  will  be  applied  to  all  new  buildings  that  will  be  a  condition  of  approval  for 
building  permits. 

•  Implementation  Plan:  identify  implementation  partners,  synch  sustainability  infrastructure  with 
phasing  of  development,  and  develop  key  performance  indicators  and  monitoring  plan. 

•  Tools  for  implementation  of  the  Sustainability  Plan:  term  sheet,  green  building  specifications, 
design  guidelines,  construction  documents,  commissioning  and  operating  documents,  and 
development  and  disposition  agreement. 

Public  Comment 

Ms.  Eve  Bach  reported  that  ARC  Ecology  prepared  an  open  space  study  and  produced  a  book,  From 
Pollution  to  Parkland:  Alternatives  For  A  Waterfront  Park  at  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  that  was  distributed  at 
the  meeting  and  available  at  the  ARC  Ecology  website.  With  Coastal  Conservancy  funding  to  look  at  the 
1996  HPS  proposal,  ARC  concluded  that  the  narrow  shoreline  open  space  would  not  achieve  what  you'd 
get  with  a  wider  park.  It  was  reported  that  the  Mayor's  Office  had  funded  ARC  Ecology  to  study  the 
economic  development  potentials  for  addressing  the  needs  of  the  Bayview  Hunters  Point  Community,  and 
Ms.  Bach  had  prepared  and  presented  a  draft  report  "The  Economic  Development  Potential  of  a  Waterfront 
Park  at  Hunters  Point  Shipyard."  The  report  topics  include  (1)  a  Shipyard  waterfront  park,  a  resource  for 
community  economic  development;  (2)  conventional  views  of  the  economic  benefits  of  parks;  (3)  Shipyard 
redevelopment  planning  history;  (4)  combating  unemployment  and  poverty;  and  (5)  leveraging  the 
economic  development  potential  of  a  Shipyard  waterfront  park  with  workforce  development. 

Unidentified  Speaker  reported  on  the  confusion  in  the  community  as  to  who  would  be  accountable  for  the 
cleanup,  whether  it  would  be  PG&E,  the  Federal  EPA,  or  other  agencies.  Ms.  Bohee  reported  that  there 
would  be  a  number  of  cleanup  efforts  citywide--the  Navy  is  responsible  for  the  cleanup  of  the  Shipyard 
through  a  binding  conveyance  agreement  adopted  in  2004  and  is  subject  to  oversight  by  the  Federal 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  a  coalition  of  state  and  local  regulators.  Cleanup  is  also  subject  to 
appropriations  from  the  federal  government — $82  million  to  cleanup  the  next  phase  of  Shipyard 
development,  Parcel  B  housing  and  a  portion  of  Parcel  D.  Ms.  Bohee  reported  that  PG&E  is  required  to 
cleanup  to  residential  standards  which  is  subject  to  oversight  by  the  City  and  additional  regulators. 

Ms.  Jamie  Ray,  Director  of  San  Francisco  Rescued  Orphan  Mammal  Program  (ROMP),  inquired  if  there 
would  be  open  space  for  wildlife  habitat  that  would  not  be  utilized  for  human  recreational  use.  It  was  stated 
that  ARC  Ecology's  report  on  Parcel  E  indicates  that  there  is  a  potential  to  host  hundreds  of  species  and 
provides  for  a  habitat-rich  waterfront  park.  Mr.  Proud  stated  that  state  park  property  would  be  the  most 
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likely  sources  of  land  for  habitat  use  and  reported  on  discussions  with  park  planners  and  wildlife 
consultants  on  the  Yosemite  Slough  area,  bridge,  and  crossings  over  Yosemite  Slough.  It  was  stated  that 
the  area  outside  of  the  slough  has  not  been  mapped  out  yet,  and  Parcel  E  is  not  yet  slated  for 
development.  Mr.  Proud  indicated  that  there  are  wildlife  habitat  opportunities  on  Parcel  E  and  Parcel  E 
shoreline  that  may  not  be  heavily  used  for  recreational  uses. 

Ms.  Rebecca  Evans,  Sierra  Club,  commended  Mr.  Bloom's  discussion  about  environmental  and  wildlife 
habitat  concerns.  It  was  stated  that  the  Sierra  Club  has  concerns  about  impacts  to  wildlife  habitat  as  a 
result  of  possible  bridge  uses.  Ms.  Evans  was  pleased  to  learn  that  the  project  would  incorporate 
Community  Choice  Aggregation,  but  expressed  her  concern  that  the  community  is  not  well  served  by 
transportation  or  by  roadways  and  stressed  the  importance  of  providing  as  much  transportation  service  as 
possible  in  order  to  minimize  automobile  use  and  exhaust.  It  was  suggested  that  parking  use  be  examined 
for  how  it  impacts  other  problems.  A  suggestion  was  also  made  to  adhere  to  the  Transit  First  Policy  and 
City's  Sustainability  Plan  when  developing  this  plan. 

Mr.  Bonner  stated  that  one  of  the  promises  of  this  development  is  to  create  job  training  opportunities 
specifically  in  construction.  Development  will  be  over  a  10-12  year  period  and  unions  will  be  worked  with 
through  the  City  Build  program.  It  was  stated  that  the  unions  seem  to  be  excited  over  the  development  as 
it  provides  for  an  apprenticeship  program  and  employment  over  a  10-12  year  period  with  good  construction 
wages.  Mr.  Bonner  discussed  the  opportunities  for  employment  in  the  research  and  development  area  for 
people  who  begin  the  training  process  early.  It  was  stated  that  the  Bayview  community  has  the  potential  to 
work  in  these  fields  if  given  the  right  educational  opportunities  and  facilities.  Mr.  Bonner  indicated  that  they 
would  be  working  with  the  community  to  create  the  jobs  and  so  that  people  could  live  and  work  in  the 
community.  It  was  reported  that  there  would  be  up  to  10,000  new  homes  and  22,000  new  people,  and 
through  the  stadium  alternative  there  would  be  8,170  permanent  jobs,  which  does  not  include  the 
construction  site.  Ms.  Bohee  reported  that  there  would  be  a  lot  of  other  opportunities  in  the  life,  science, 
research  and  development,  clean  and  green  technology  fields  for  people  who  go  through  the  training 
programs. 

Ms.  Pam  Hemphill  inquired  whether  the  green  fields  would  contain  astro-turf  or  natural  grass.  Mr.  Bonner 
stated  that  the  landscape  architects  have  identified  a  process  that  contains  natural  grass.  Speaker  asked 
whether  there  were  plans  for  health  care  facilities  and  police  stations.  Mr.  Bonner  reported  that  the 
community  will  determine  what  the  most  important  and  necessary  community  developments  would  be,  and 
opportunities  would  be  created  for  those  facilities  to  be  built.  It  was  stated  that  health,  education  and  safety 
should  be  priorities  to  pay  attention  to,  and  it  is  intended  that  programs  be  proposed  to  accommodate  those 
programs  through  dialogue  with  the  community.  Mr.  Bonner  stated  that  the  planning  team  would  be 
making  future  presentations  to  the  Policy  Committee  to  show  what  is  being  negotiated.  Ms.  Hemphill  spoke 
in  opposition  to  the  bridge  plans  for  Yosemite  Slough  because  of  the  impact  on  traffic  and  wildlife. 

Director  Blumenfeld  requested  a  timeline  of  future  activities.  It  was  indicated  that  the  Policy  Committee 
would  be  holding  monthly  meetings  from  now  until  July  to  discuss  the  Plan,  and  a  request  was  made  to 
forward  meaningful  materials  before  the  scheduled  meetings.  Director  Blumenfeld  wanted  to  know  how  the 
horizontal  would  merge  with  the  vertical  development.  It  was  reported  that  the  Land  Use  Plan  is  in  the 
stage  of  being  finalized.  Mr.  Bonner  reported  that  the  49ers  stadium  would  be  on  Santa  Clara's  November 
ballot,  and  that  the  Term  Sheet  would  be  presented  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  before  November. 

Ms.  Emily  Rogers,  Legislative  Aide,  Supervisor  Maxwell's  Office,  requested  additional  details  on  stadium 
alternatives. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  requested  (1)  that  more  attention  be  paid  to  biological  diversity  aside  from  the 
state  park  component;  (2)  alternatives  to  the  proposed  bridge  be  presented;  (3)  that  the  plan  contain  green 
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building  standards  on  landscaping  and  habitat  values;  and  (4)  maps  contain  bay  trail  locations. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  was  pleased  with  resource  conservation,  waste  reduction  and 
stormwater  improvement  efforts  and  recommended  that  PUC  be  contacted  to  discuss  decentralized 
sewage  and  stormwater  treatment  alternatives.  Ms.  Rogers  indicated  that  she  had  received  an  excellent 
report  from  the  PUC  on  alternatives. 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  using  areas  in  addition  to  those  in  the  Recreation  and  Park  program 
as  opportunities-for  Low-Impact  Development  facilities  to  manage  stormwater;  e.g.,  through  infiltration. 
Commissioner  Martin  questioned: 

•  The  nature  of  areas  shown  in  white  at  midblocks,  whether  or  not  they  were  paved  as  the  rest  of 
the  white  areas  are.  It  was  explained  that  the  areas  were  not  intended  to  be  paved. 

•  The  occupancy  of  the  stadium.  It  was  explained  that  there  were  69,000  seats  and  14,000  to 
19,000  cars. 

•  The  balance  of  integration  of  the  mixed  uses  such  as  in  the  Alice  Griffith  area,  which  is  single 
use  and  encouraged  inclusion  of  neighborhood-serving  retail. 

•  The  role  of  cars  regarding  freeway  access  and  storage  of  private  cars  for  residences  at  the 
perimeter,  an  approach  used  in  the  Treasure  Island  Plan. 

•  To  address  the  treatment  of  edges  in  terms  of  integrating  into  the  neighborhood,  extend 
plantings  across  the  boundary  of  the  project  to  avoid  a  harsh  distinction  and  questioned  the 
placement  and  treatment  of  the  waste  facility  as  an  example. 

•  Requested  that  the  project  address  light  pollution,  as  is  evident  in  project  renderings. 

•  Suggested  that  green  building  standards  extend  to  include  existing  buildings,  for  example 
cleaning  practices  and  commissioning  standards. 

Chair  Wald  questioned  whether  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  would  incorporate  the  Sustainability  Plan. 
Mr.  Bonner  indicated  that  the  Draft  EIR  would  not  be  available  until  approximately  September  and  would 
incorporate  the  Sustainability  Plan.  Ms.  Bohee  stated  that  now  is  the  time  to  receive  the  Department  and 
Commissioner's  feedback,  leadership,  partnership  and  direction  into  the  Plan.  It  was  stated  that  the 
planning  team  would  set  forth  the  schedules  and  deliverables  so  the  Committee  and  Department  can 
review  materials  efficiently.  Director  Blumenfeld  introduced  Mr.  David  Pascal,  Clean  Tech  Coordinator  and 
Department  staff  members  who  could  assist  with  sustainability  efforts;  e.g.  construction  and  demolition 
debris  recovery,  sustainability  efforts,  selection  process  for  educational  institutions,  etc. 

5.  Announcements  (Discussion).  There  were  no  announcements  made  at  this  time. 

5.  Commission  Secretary's  Report  on  Correspondence  Received  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 
(Explanatory  Document:  Capital  Improvement  Project  to  Build  and  Operate  the  San  Francisco  Nature 
Center  at  the  Sunset  Richmond  Treatment  Site 

http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/SF%20Nature%20Center%20Revise 

Ms.  Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary  reported  that  correspondence  had  been  received  from  Ms.  Jamie 
Ray  who  is  requesting  the  Commission's  support  in  sponsoring  a  Resolution  to  support  the  building  of  the 
San  Francisco  Nature  Center  at  the  Sunset  Richmond  Treatment  Plant  site.  Ms.  Jamie  Ray  stated  that 
San  Francisco  is  one  of  the  few  counties  without  a  wildlife  care  facility,  which  means  birds  have  to  be 
transported  to  San  Mateo  County  for  care.  It  was  stated  that  time  is  important  for  emergency  care  to  make 
a  difference  in  animal  survival,  and  waiting  for  Animal  Control  officers  to  drive  birds  to  San  Mateo  County  or 
hope  they  are  not  short  staffed  to  drive  there  often  times  results  in  many  birds  being  lost. 

Ms.  Ray  stated  that  she  provides  care  for  many  of  the  wild  mammals  that  are  injured  in  this  county  through 
private  home  care  with  40  volunteers  assisting  in  this  program.  Ms.  Ray  stated  that  she  would  like  a 
centralized  facility  for  mammals  and  birds  similar  to  the  Marine  Mammal  Center  or  Lindsay  Wildlife 
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Museum,  etc.  It  was  stated  that  there  is  an  opportunity  to  acquire  land  for  this  purpose  and  potential 
funding  to  build  the  facility.  Discussions  included: 

•  Adding  an  environmental  education  component  to  the  nature  center.  The  focus  would  be 
broader  and  would  bring  in  the  Department  of  the  Environment  and  other  organizations  as  a 
central  place  to  offer  classes,  workshops,  and  presentations  for  the  public  to  learn  more  about 
and  become  stewards  of  the  environment. 

•  San  Francisco  Rescued  Orphan  Mammal  Program  would  be  absorbed  into  a  San  Francisco 
Nature  Center  wildlife  hospital  and  environmental  education  center  to  include  birds  and 
mammals. 

•  Proposition  A  that  was  just  passed  by  the  voters  includes  $185  million  in  funding  in  which  $5 
million  could  be  allocated  in  grants  to  community-proposed  projects. 

•  The  nature  center  would  be  run  as  a  non-profit  organization  with  funding  sources  from  public 
private  partnerships,  grants,  donations,  and  memberships  for  ongoing  operations  and 
maintenance.  Ms.  Ray  reported  that  she  has  identified  granting  sources. 

•  Budget  would  be  approximately  about  half  a  million  a  year.  It  was  determined  that  it  may  cost 
about  $1  Vi  million  to  build  2500  sq.  ft.  that  would  include  water,  sewer,  and  LEED  construction. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  for  quantitative  data  on  (1)  how  many  mammals  and  birds  are  not  surviving 
because  San  Francisco  does  not  have  this  type  of  facility;  (2)  how  many  are  being  transported  on  a  daily 
basis;  and  (3)  number  of  trips  being  made  to  other  facilities.  Ms.  Ray  reported  that  she  would  research 
current  figures.  Commissioners  asked  for  additional  details  on  the  benefits  received  if  the  birds  would  not 
have  to  be  transported;  e.g.  quantitative  figures  on  how  many  birds  could  be  saved  if  there  were  a  city 
facility,  etc.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  design  plans  and  number  of  birds  and  mammals  that 
could  be  accommodated.  Chair  Wald  suggested  researching  information  from  the  San  Mateo  facility  to 
anticipate  the  number  of  animals  the  San  Francisco  center  could  accommodate,  and  how  much  space  that 
requires,  etc. 

Director  Blumenfeld  inquired  whether  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  had  agreed  that  the  land  could 
be  used  for  a  nature  center.  Ms.  Ray  indicated  that  the  proposal  had  been  provided  to  the  Recreation  and 
Park  Department,  but  would  require  a  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  amendment  and  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  approval.  Ms.  Ray  reported  that  another  possibility  that  may  be  a  better  location  for  the  nature 
center  could  be  one  of  the  existing  buildings  at  Lake  Merced.  It  was  explained  that  the  San  Francisco 
Public  Utilities  Commission  has  taken  back  the  management  of  all  of  the  activities  besides  the  golf  course 
at  Lake  Merced  from  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department,  and  there  would  be  a  meeting  scheduled  on 
February  14  to  discuss  proposals  for  buildings  around  Lake  Merced.  Director  Blumenfeld  asked  to  see  a 
letter  from  the  Animal  Care  and  Control  Department,  Recreation  and  Park  and  Public  Utilities  Commission 
supporting  the  facility  or  suggested  setting  up  a  meeting  with  relevant  agencies  to  seek  support. 
Commissioner  Martin  indicated  that  she  would  support  the  concept  of  the  center  and  leave  out  the  location 
until  further  details  are  provided.  Director  Blumenfeld  suggested  using  the  San  Francisco  Zoo  property  as 
another  possibility. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  (1)  expressed  concern  with  the  Golden  Gate  Park  location  as  there  may  be 
opposition  to  more  building  in  the  park,  and  indicated  that  Lake  Merced  may  be  a  better  location;  (2) 
requested  input  from  the  Audubon  Society  and  from  other  rehabilitation  hospitals;  (3)  expressed  concern 
for  the  ongoing  funding  program,  acquiring  volunteers,  and  requested  review  of  the  Lindsay  Museum  or 
similar  facility  budget  on  maintenance  operations  and  construction  budgets;  (4)  supported  the  concept  of 
having  a  City  wildlife  rehabilitation  hospital,  but  questioned  whether  it  should  be  combined  with  a 
composting  facility  or  other  activities  and  requested  a  discussion  on  the  pros  and  cons;  (5)  asked  for 
additional  information  on  precisely  how  the  space  would  serve  the  City's  wildlife  needs;  and  (6)  questioned 
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whether  it  should  be  called  the  Nature  Center  and  be  committed  to  nature  in  general  or  be  called  a  wildlife 
center  or  hospital.  Commissioner  Gravanis  requested  additional  information  about  the  proposal  before 
making  a  recommendation  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  usually  people  that  request  the  Commission's  support  already  have  a  site, 
budget,  and  a  Committee  to  help  make  that  a  reality.  Then  the  Commission  can  be  helpful  by  endorsing 
the  project  so  fundraisers  and  other  foundations  can  be  approached.  At  this  time,  the  project  may  change 
many  times  and  if  the  Commission  does  not  like  the  final  concept,  they  would  have  already  issued  their 
support.  Director  Blumenfeld  requested  that  Ms.  Ray  present  a  concrete  budget  and  solid  reasons  as  to 
why  this  facility  is  needed  in  San  Francisco.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  would  be  in  favor  of 
writing  a  letter  in  support  of  the  concept.  Commissioner  Martin  encouraged  that  this  vision  be  pursued  and 
requested  additional  details  on  the  facilities,  a  case  study  of  one  that  is  similar,  volume  of  treatment  of 
animals  anticipated,  and  to  flush  out  the  vision  more  fully  about  budget  and  maintenance  and  who  would 
be  involved.  Ms.  Ray  reported  that  there  would  be  eight  paid  staff,  two  educational  staff,  two  providing 
medical-care,  administrative,  development,  and  a  volunteer  coordinator.  Director  Blumenfeld  requested 
information  be  provided  on  the  before  and  after  benefits — here  is  what  we  have  now,  this  is  what  we  will 
have  in  the  future  with  staff  and  budget  and  how  that  would  work  with  the  funding  investment. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  that  Ms.  Ray  approach  the  Parks,  Recreation  and  Open  Space 
Advisory  Committee  (PROSAC)  as  a  way  to  propose  amendments  to  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  to 
include  the  facility.  It  was  also  suggested  that  other  facilities  such  as  the  Randall  and  Lindsay  Museums 
provide  their  recommendations  on  the  proposal.  Ms.  Ray  stated  that  they  want  all  of  those  organizations  in 
support  in  order  to  get  momentum  to  receive  the  funding.  Director  Blumenfeld  suggested  setting  up  a 
meeting  with  Ms.  Ray,  the  Public  Utilities  Commission,  and  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  to  discuss 
options  and  recommended  researching  additional  entities  for  location  possibilities.  The  Commission  would 
then  discuss  support  of  the  proposal  after  commitment  from  either  of  those  two  organizations. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Pam  Hemphill,  an  Animal  Control  and  Welfare  Commissioner,  stated  that  it  is 
evident  that  San  Francisco  does  not  have  a  wildlife  rehabilitation  center  other  than  Ms.  Ray's.  Ms. 
Hemphill  reported  that  it  takes  birds  sometimes  a  day  to  reach  the  proper  facility  for  care.  The  Cosco 
Busan  oil  spill  birds  had  to  wait  a  lot  of  hours  to  be  picked  up  from  Animal  Care  and  Control  to  go  to  an 
available  facility  and  most  of  the  birds  died  as  a  result.  Ms.  Hemphill  felt  that  the  proposal  would  do  better 
in  acquiring  a  space  if  it  were  initially  just  for  the  rehabilitation  and  wildlife  center.  It  was  suggested  that 
additional  programs  could  be  added  in  the  future.  A  discussion  was  held  on  offering  a  food  concession  as 
a  revenue  component.  Ms.  Ray  stated  that  she  would  be  providing  a  proposal  with  additional  details  to  the 
Commissioners. 

7.  Election  of  Chair  (Discussion  and  Action).  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis  and  second  by 
Commissioner  Martin,  Chair  Wald  was  reelected  as  Chair.  Chair  Wald  accepted  the  nomination. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  it  would  be  useful  to  elect  a  Vice-Chair  and  the  Commission  Secretary 
indicated  that  she  would  check  with  the  Deputy  City  Attorney  as  to  how  the  Bylaws  reflect  this  office  and 
place  it  on  the  next  agenda  if  appropriate. 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  This  agenda  item  was  not  discussed  at  this  time. 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 
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10.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  8:03  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy 
Committee's  website  http://sfaov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=6i 005.  (3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each 
agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415- 
355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish(5)sfgov.org. 


Approved:  March  17,  2008 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
POLICY  COMMITTEE 

*NOTICE  OF  RESCHEDULED  MEETING  AND  AGEND/POCUMENTS  DEPT. 
3  7/  Monday,  March  17,  2008,  5:00  P.M. 

City  Hall,  Room  421  MAR  -  5  2008 

7/  0%  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102  6AN  FRANCiSCO 

PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

The  Monday,  March  10,  2008,  5:00  p.m.  Meeting  has  been  rescheduled  to  Monday,  March  17,  2008  at 
:00  p.m. 

COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis,  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1 .  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  February  11,  2008  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting  (Discussion  and 
Action)  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Minutes  of  the  February  11,  2008  Policy  Committee  Meeting 

http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=75805). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

4.  Status  Update  on  the  Proposed  Aerial  Spraying  of  the  Light  Brown  Apple  Moth  in  San  Francisco 
and  the  Bay  Area  (Discussion). 

SPONSOR:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis 
SPEAKER:  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 

5.  Urban  Environmental  Accord  Action  16:  Every  year,  identify  one  product,  chemical,  or  compound 
that  is  used  within  the  city  that  represents  the  greatest  risk  to  human  health  and  adopt  a  law  and 
provide  incentives  to  reduce  or  eliminate  its  use  by  the  municipal  government.  Discussion  of  criteria  for 
selection  of  the  product,  chemical  or  compound  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action). 

SPONSOR:  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 
DEPARTMENT  STAFF  SPEAKERS:  Chris  Geiger.Ph.D.  Green  Purchasing  and 

Integrated  Pest  Management  Programs  and 
Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager 

6.  Announcements  (Discussion). 

7.  Election  of  Vice-Chair  (Discussion  and  Action). 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

10.  Adjournment 

he  next  Policy  Committee  Meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  April  14,  2008  at  5:00  p.m.,  Room  421,  City  Hall. 


lonica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

EL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 


Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
ie  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting.asp?id=61005, 
I  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355- 
709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish@sfqov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  Explanatory  documents  that  are  received 


after  posting  of  this  agenda  are  available  on  the  website  or  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  the  contact  information  listed 
above. 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 
may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 
by  the  public  will  exceed  1 5  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 
The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 
applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 
to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Sa 
Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the 
Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and 
the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI 
accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall  be 
4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meeting 
a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to 
make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 
Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Jr.,  Sunshine  Task  Force 
Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724; 
Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf@sfgov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine 
Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfgov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 
Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112;  web  site  atwww.sfgov.org/ethics. 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin,  written  comments 
regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  1 1  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which  cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission 
Secretary  by  that  time  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above. 

When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree-free 
paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary  and  the  public. 


Posted:  March  5,  2008 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
POLICY  COMMITTEE 
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*The  Monday,  March  10,  2008,  5:00  p.m.  Policy  Committee  Meeting  was  rescheduled  to  Monday, 
March  17,  2008,  at  5:00  p.m. 


COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  and  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 

Order  of  Business 

1 .  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at 
5:05  p.m.  Present:  Chair  Wald  and  Commissioner  Gravanis;  Excused:  Commissioner  Martin. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  February  11,  2008  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting  (Discussion  and 
Action).  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis  and  second  by  Chair  Wald,  the  February  1 1 ,  2008 
Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  (AYES:  Chair  Wald  and  Commissioner  Gravanis;  Absent:  Commissioner 
Martin)  (Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Minutes  of  the  February  1 1 ,  2008  Policy  Committee  Meeting 

http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=75805). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Status  Update  on  the  Proposed  Aerial  Spraying  of  the  Light  Brown  Apple  Moth  in  San  Francisco 
and  the  Bay  Area  (Discussion)  (Explanatory  Documents  Received  in  Committee  Meeting:  San  Francisco 
Environment  March  17,  2008  Issue  Summary  on  California  Department  of  Food  and  Agriculture  (CDFA) 
2007-08  Light  Brown  Apple  Moth  Action  Plan  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/SFE%20CDFA%202007- 

08%20LiqhtBrownAppieMothActionPian.pdf  and  Department  of  Public  Health  (DPH)  Issue  Brief  March  2008  on  CDFA 
2007-08  Light  Brown  Apple  Moth  Action  Plan  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/DPHCDFALiqhtBrownAppleMothActPlanBrief.pdf). 

SPONSOR:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis  and  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 
SPEAKERS:  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager  and 
Chris  Geiger,  Ph.D.  Green  Purchasing  and  Integrated  Pest  Management  Programs 

Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  she  has  received  public  inquiries  about  the  safety  and  effectiveness 
of  the  proposed  aerial  spraying  for  control  of  the  light  brown  apple  moth  and  requested  a  report  on  the 
Department's  position.  Ms.  Raphael  and  Dr.  Geiger  presented  the  Department's  Issue  Summary  and 
discussed  the  Department's  position  (see  Explanatory  Document  above). 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  as  to  the  damage  caused  by  the  moth.  Dr.  Geiger  explained  that  there 
has  been  an  estimated  reported  damage  of  up  to  25%  to  40%  on  various  crops  caused  by  the  light  brown 
apple  moth,  but  that  is  not  necessarily  reliable  data.  It  was  reported  that  the  moth  is  a  leaf  roller  that 
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causes  surface  scarring  on  fruit,  which  causes  growers  concern  because  scarred  fruit  is  rejected  at  market. 
It  was  stated  that  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture's  (USDA)  and  State's  (CDFA)  objective  is  to 
try  to  eradicate  the  moth  before  it  reaches  the  Central  Valley  where  there  would  be  a  spike  in  pesticide  use. 
Ms.  Raphael  explained  the  risks  of  doing  nothing;  e.g.,  it  could  damage  the  economy,  crops,  and  could 
lead  to  a  huge  amount  of  pesticide  application  in  the  Central  Valley.  It  was  reported  that  the  moth  is 
showing  up  in  the  Bay  Area  in  urban  areas,  and  spraying  is  being  done  in  nurseries  as  well  as  restrictions 
being  placed  on  moving  nursery  stock  around  the  state. 

Dr.  Geiger  explained  that  the  CDFA  had  issued  a  Request  for  Proposal  (RFP)  for  pheromone  products 
which  do  not  pose  a  threat  to  environmental  or  human  health,  but  disrupt  the  moth's  mating  cycle.  Dr. 
Geiger  reported  on  concern  around  inert  ingredients  that  could  be  irritants,  but  at  the  concentrations  that 
these  would  be  used  in,  the  risk  would  be  minimal.  It  was  reported  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment 
and  the  Department  of  Public  Health  concur  with  the  State's  assessment  that  there  is  no  serious  health 
hazard,  but  precautions  should  be  taken  when  there  are  uncertainties.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  she  felt 
that  aerial  spraying  is  the  most  invasive  exposure  and  questioned  whether  it  was  necessary.  It  was  stated 
that  the  USDA  and  CDFA's  goal  is  eradication  so  the  moth  never  reaches  the  Central  Valley.  It  is  believed 
that  aerial  spraying  is  the  only  way  to  achieve  eradication,  but  may  not  solve  the  problem  long-term.  Ms. 
Raphael  asked  if  eradication  is  the  proper  goal  and  suggested  that  more  options  be  examined.  It  was 
suggested  that  Checkmate  be  used  in  ground  applications,  twist  ties,  on  hot  spots,  but  not  applied  by  aerial 
spraying.  There  is  a  lot  of  fear  around  aerial  spraying  that  won't  be  solved  no  matter  whether  it  is  safe  or 
not. 

Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  the  pest  was  found  within  1 1  counties  in  one  year  which  leads  to  the  belief  that  there 
is  no  way  to  eradicate  it.  If  you  are  only  thinking  of  eradication,  you  are  not  thinking  of  long-term 
suppression.  The  best  way  to  solve  an  introduced  species  problem  is  to  bring  in  classical  biological  control 
(natural  enemies;  e.g.  wasp).  It  was  stated  that  even  though  the  plan  calls  for  ground-level  programs  and 
the  parasitic  wasp,  there  does  not  seem  to  be  a  lot  of  emphasis  on  those  methods.  Ms.  Raphael  reported 
that  the  Department  of  the  Environment's  position  is  that  resources  should  go  towards  developing  long 
term  biological  control  and  to  the  immediate  targeted  applications  of  pheromones  in  areas  of  high 
concentrations  of  moths,  not  into  hiring  helicopters  and  airplanes  to  spray  entire  urban  areas. 

Chair  Wald  asked  whether  the  Department  is  engaged  in  discussions  with  the  CDFA.  Dr.  Geiger  reported 
that  he  has  attended  two  state  meetings,  and  there  is  another  public  meeting  scheduled  on  Wednesday, 
March  19  at  9:30  a.m.  at  the  Fox  Plaza,  1390  Market  Street,  Room  227.  Meetings  were  held  with  local 
officials,  and  now  a  series  of  Environmental  Impact  Report  scoping  meetings  are  scheduled  as  well  as 
public  education  meetings.  Ms.  Raphael  explained  that  the  Department  of  Public  Health  had  submitted  a 
good  scoping  document  and  is  the  official  point  department  in  terms  of  hierarchy.  It  was  explained  that  the 
Department  of  the  Environment  does  have  opportunities  to  weigh  in  through  the  EIR  scoping.  A 
recommendation  was  made  that  the  Commission  prepare  a  statement  questioning  the  effectiveness  of 
aerial  spraying  and  requesting  reconsideration  of  the  eradication  goal  and  reinforcing  that  natural  enemies 
would  be  the  only  long-term  solution  should  the  pest  become  established.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  in 
Australia,  the  natural  enemies  are  present.  Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  it  is  not  anticipated  that  the  EIR  would 
be  completed  by  August,  and  there  is  an  emergency  exemption  that  allows  for  the  spraying  to  be  done  at 
that  time.  Director  Blumenfeld  requested  that  the  Department  of  Public  Health's  Issue  Brief  be  added  to 
the  Department  of  the  Environment's  website  for  public  information. 

Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  the  USDA  and  CDFA  had  pushed  out  the  dates  for  spraying  to  August  and  are 
talking  more  about  ground  options.  Dr.  Geiger  reported  on  different  methods  being  discussed  to  reduce 
the  population  such  as  bait-and-trap.  Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  the  state  is  doing  an  application  of 
twist  ties  in  Treasure  Island.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  it  takes  millions  of  twist  ties  in  the  city  of  San  Francisco 
alone,  and  CDFA  had  said  this  is  more  than  the  entire  world  production  and  it  would  take  many  people  to 


Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee 
March  17,  2008  Draft  Meeting  Minutes 
Page  3 


install  them.  However,  there  would  be  a  focus  on  the  key  areas  which  are  known  to  attract  the  moth,  which 
is  Golden  Gate  Park.  Chair  Wald  asked  if  volunteers  would  require  training  in  order  to  install  the  twist  ties. 
Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  twist  ties  is  a  professional  grade  product,  and  people  would  need  to  have  basic 
pesticide  safety  training,  but  there  may  be  other  obstacles  as  well.  The  application  would  be  effective  for 
about  two  months.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  a  decision  has  not  been  made  as  to  what  specific  product  would 
be  used  in  San  Francisco,  and  indicated  that  a  pheromone  would  probably  be  selected.  It  was  stated  that 
aerial  spraying  would  probably  be  implemented  several  times  a  year. 

Chair  Wald  asked  whether  the  Department  is  organizing  with  other  local  environment  and  health 
departments  to  share  information.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  he  is  not  doing  any  organizing  other  than 
distribution  to  the  Integrated  Pest  Management  (IPM)  group  which  covers  a  lot  of  different  agencies.  Ms. 
Raphael  stated  that  it  was  a  good  idea  to  share  work  and  research  that  has  been  done.  Chair  Wald  noted 
that  there  are  people  who  are  requesting  hearings,  public  notifications,  and  certification  of  safety,  but  the 
question  should  be  whether  eradication  is  the  right  goal.  Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  who  would  be 
responsible  for  public  education  and  information,  and  Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  it  is  supposed  to  be  the 
CDFA.  Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  if  the  state  could  be  called  on  to  do  more  public  education. 

Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  the  spray  is  not  supposed  to  make  people  sick,  but  people  are  reporting  that  they 
are  getting  sick.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  pheromone  does  not  make  people  sick;  however,  it  is 
the  other  ingredients  that  may  be  a  problem.  Dr.  Geiger  explained  that  we  can't  do  an  estimate  of  exposure 
without  knowing  the  percentage  of  the  ingredients  being  used.  Director  Blumenfeld  indicated  that 
pheromone  may  be  the  best  approach.  Chair  Wald  recommended  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment 
and  Department  of  Public  Health  prepare  an  Op-Ed  for  public  education  purposes.  Commissioner 
Gravanis  reported  on  the  University  of  California  Santa  Cruz  study  and  asked  whether  the  state  had 
prepared  a  formal  rebuttal.  Ms.  Raphael  suggested  that  the  Op-Ed  request  that  the  state  do  more  public 
education.  Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  the  Department  of  Public  Health  has  taken  on  the  responsibility  of 
tracking  adverse  health  effects  from  spraying  if  that  is  the  method  that  will  be  used. 

Director  Blumenfeld  indicated  that  the  moth  does  not  damage  fruit  and  that  it  just  leaves  blemishes.  A 
discussion  was  held  on  the  public's  perception  of  fruit  aesthetics  and  how  that  could  solve  part  of  the 
problem.  It  was  suggested  that  color  photos  of  fruit  be  included  as  part  of  the  Op-Ed  in  order  to  educate 
the  public  that  blemished  fruit  does  not  damage  the  fruit  itself. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  requested  information  on  whether  the  surfactants  associated  with  the  spray  were 
tested  on  other  wildlife.  Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  there  is  language  to  the  effect  that  you  should  bring  your 
kid's  toys  inside  as  a  precaution,  and  there  is  a  mention  of  precautionary  action  that  residents  should  take. 
It  was  reported  that  the  National  Resources  Defense  Council  (NRDC)  supports  the  pheromone  tactic  but 
questions  the  use  of  aerial  spraying  similar  to  the  Department  of  the  Environment's  position. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  if  there  was  an  estimated  time  frame  for  research  for  finding  biological 
control.  Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  it  could  take  a  couple  of  years  to  find  it,  bring  it  back,  and  screen  it.  Then 
it  would  take  a  couple  of  more  years  before  it. is  established  if  you  have  chosen  the  right  wasp. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Janice  Sitton  stated  that  she  had  read  A  Silent  Spring  and  can't  believe  that  aerial 
spraying  is  still  an  option  after  reading  that  book.  Ms.  Sitton  stated  that  she  is  trying  to  become  more 
educated  and  understand  the  moth's  threat  to  agriculture  and  what  a  huge  problem  that  is  to  the  state  as 
well  as  all  of  the  farmers  that  do  commerce  here  and  in  other  states  and  countries.  Ms.  Sitton  inquired 
about  the  best  option  for  dealing  with  this  pest  and  indicated  that  she  would  be  willing  to  put  ties  on  trees 
and  anything  she  could  to  avoid  spraying  if  she  were  properly  trained.  Ms.  Sitton  asked  if  there  is  an 
estimated  number  of  moths  in  San  Francisco,  and  how  that  relates  to  the  City's  population.  Would  the 
spraying  be  over  the  entire  City  even  though  our  trees  are  concentrated  in  parks?  Dr.  Geiger  explained 
that  there  are  hundreds  and  hundreds  of  traps  all  over  the  state,  and  the  latest  tally  indicates  that  they  have 
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caught  about  1 1 ,000  moths  statewide.  It  is  understood  that  if  you  can  catch  that  many  in  a  trap,  there  are 
thousands  more  out  there.  It  is  an  established  pest.  Dr.  Geiger  indicated  that  from  his  conversations  with 
the  CDFA,  they  were  not  planning  on  doing  aerial  spraying  over  the  entire  city  and  had  a  patchwork  of 
techniques.  Their  reasons  for  wanting  to  dc  aerial  spraying  are  that  pheromones  need  to  be  applied 
uniformly  in  order  to  confuse  all  of  the  moths  instead  of  some.  Ms.  Raphael  explained  that  their  goal  is 
eradication  so  it  obligates  them  to  do  a  uniform  spraying.  Ms.  Sitton  asked  if  the  moth  is  situated  near  any 
particular  trees  or  plants  and  asked  for  additional  information  on  the  number  and  location  of  the  moths.  Dr. 
Geiger  stated  that  the  moths  target  hundreds  of  different  species,  and  there  are  problems  with  it  attacking 
native  species.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  she  would  include  links  to  other  relevant  websites  on  the 
Department  of  the  Environment's  website.  Ms.  Sitton  announced  that  she  already  purchased  commercially- 
challenged  fruit.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  farmers  could  help  in  this  effort  by  putting  up  a  simple 
display  at  the  Farmers  Market  that  shows  a  commercially  challenged  piece  of  fruit  that  asks  if  it  is  so  bad  in 
comparison  to  spraying. 

Ms.  Sitton  presented  a  quote  "We  all  live  under  the  haunting  fear  that  something  may  corrupt  the 
environment  where  man  joins  the  dinosaurs  as  an  obsolete  form  of  life  and  what  makes  these  thoughts  all 
the  more  disturbing  is  the  knowledge  that  our  fate  could  perhaps  be  sealed  20  or  more  years  before  the 
symptoms." 

5.  Urban  Environmental  Accord  Action  16:  Every  year,  identify  one  product,  chemical,  or  compound  that  is 
used  within  the  city  that  represents  the  greatest  risk  to  human  health  and  adopt  a  law  and  provide 
incentives  to  reduce  or  eliminate  its  use  by  the  municipal  government.  Discussion  of  criteria  for  selection  of 
the  product,  chemical  or  compound  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action). 

SPONSOR:  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 
DEPARTMENT  STAFF  SPEAKERS:  Chris  Geiger,  Ph.D.  Green  Purchasing  and  Integrated  Pest 
Management  Programs  and  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  he  had  attended  a  regional  meeting  of  all  of  the  cities  that  had  signed  the 
Accords.  It  was  stated  that  most  of  the  cities  had  picked  one  accord  a  year,  and  some  two,  but  they  went 
through  the  same  process  as  the  Department  of  the  Environment.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  Ms. 
Raphael  and  Dr.  Geiger  would  be  discussing  what  criteria  can  be  used  to  help  determine  the  selection  of  a 
product,  chemical  or  compound,  and  that  selection  would  be  brought  back  to  the  Policy  Committee  at  a 
future  meeting  for  a  decision. 

Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  during  initial  implementation  of  the  Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance,  a  score- 
sheet  had  been  developed  to  rank  and  compare  product  categories  that  were  being  purchased  by  the  City 
and  to  prioritize  the  ones  that  were  most  important  to  work  on  with  the  City's  green  purchasing  efforts 
(Explanatory  Document:  PPO/TPC  Product  Category  Score  Sheet  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvi^^  The  SCOre- 

sheet  could  be  used  for  this  purpose  as  it  has  broad  coverage  of  useful  information  that  includes  details  on 
whether  it  is  a  carcinogen,  reproductive  toxin,  whether  there  are  existing  ordinances  and  identifies  the 
potential  for  national-impact  leadership  as  well  as  other  relevant  categories.  Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  the 
score-sheet  was  created  after  holding  well-attended  public  meetings  and  through  a  lot  of  emphasis  on 
outreach.  Consideration  is  being  given  to  using  the  score-sheet  as  a  tool  for  the  Accords.  Dr.  Geiger 
reported  that  there  had  been  three  public  meetings  to  develop  the  score-sheet  as  well  as  work  done  with 
consultants  to  decide  what  a  product  category  was  and  then  how  to  fit  all  considerations  into  one  page. 
Chair  Wald  asked  when  the  score-sheet  was  developed  and  how  many  times  it  was  used  in  the 
Precautionary  Principle.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  it  had  been  used  only  once  as  an  initial  prioritization  list  and 
that  it  is  reexamined  every  three  years. 
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Director  Blumenfeld  asked  Policy  Committee  members  for  their  ideas  on  what  products  should  be  banned. 
Ms.  Raphael  discussed  the  original  San  Francisco  bill  that  banned  Bisphenol  A  and  phthalates  from 
children's  products.  It  was  explained  that  the  European  Union  (EU)  had  banned  phthalates  since  1999, 
and  the  ban  had  been  strengthened  in  2005.  It  was  felt  that  there  was  a  lot  of  scientific  evidence  and  pre- 
existing examples  of  policy  worldwide  to  stand  on  to  implement  the  ban  locally.  In  the  case  of  Bisphenol  A 
no  government  entity  in  the  world  had  every  ruled  against  it.  When  the  EU  prepared  their  analysis  recently, 
they  found  it  was  ten  times  safer  than  they  thought  it  was  originally.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  they  felt  that 
putting  the  two  products  together  was  not  good  policy  and  would  be  too  much  of  a  burden  on  both  local 
retailers  and  local  government,  so  a  strategic  decision  was  made  to  postpone  a  decision  on  Bisphenol  A 
and  tighten  the  ban  on  phthalates  so  it  could  be  implemented  and  carry  penalties.  San  Francisco  and  the 
state  had  passed  their  phthalate  ban  so  now  a  recommendation  would  be  made  to  suspend  San 
Francisco's  ban  as  we  are  preempted  by  the  state,  and  in  addition  Senator  Feinstein  would  be  proposing  a 
ban  at  the  national  level. 

Ms.  Raphael  explained  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  is  charged  with  presenting  a 
recommendation  on  Bisphenol  A  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  It  was  reported  that  the  EU  had  prepared  an 
assessment,  and  the  United  States  National  Toxicology  program  is  working  on  their  assessment.  There  is  . 
a  lot  of  acceptance  in  the  fact  that  science  has  changed  in  the  last  ten  years,  so  it  is  time  to  look  at  the  new 
data  and  make  a  new  determination.  The  Department  asked  the  Board  to  wait  until  the  National 
assessment  would  be  finalized  which  should  be  in  the  next  couple  of  months.  It  is  believed  that  the 
assessment  would  determine  that  they  are  not  concerned  with  Bispenol  A.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  it  is 
important  to  consider  where  the  risk  is  biggest  and  may  have  the  biggest  impact  and  propose  a  ban  in  that 
area,  such  as  polycarbonate  baby  bottles.  It  was  suggested  that  the  Commission  discuss  making  a 
recommendation  to  the  Board  to  consider  alternatives  to  bans  such  as  asking  grocery  stores  to  not  stock 
the  product. 

Ms.  Raphael  discussed  additional  products  for  consideration  e.g.,  the  shiny  lining  in  cans,  such  as  formula 
and  tomatoes,  which  has  been  shown  to  leech  out.  It  was  suggested  that  a  science  based  alternatives 
assessment  be  done  on  alternatives  to  dry  cleaning  solvents.  Ms.  Raphael  explained  that  wet  cleaners  are 
not  disclosing  the  surfactants  used  in  their  products.  Director  Blumenfeld  recommended  working  on  a 
campaign  this  year  on  the  packaging  of  organic  products  that  are  sold  in  hard  plastic  and  styrofoam 
containers.  Director  Blumenfeld  indicated  that  there  is  more  science  associated  with  the  score-sheet 
categories  on  PVC  than  in  Bisphenol  A.  Director  Blumenfeld  also  suggested  bromoenol  flame  retardants 
as  another  possibility.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  supports  the  ideas  of  targeting  certain  areas 
such  as  baby  bottles  and  working  on  bromoenol  flame  retardants  and  Bisphenol  A.  Commissioner 
Gravanis  also  suggested  consideration  of  bubble  packs.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  PVC  is  in  a  lot  of 
products  and  is  also  an  environmental  justice  issue  because  many  of  the  factories  are  located  in  those 
areas  where  this  product  is  being  produced.  Director  Blumenfeld  discussed  the  idea  of  charging  a 
recycling  fee  for  battery  purchases.  Ms.  Raphael  indicated  that  she  would  talk  with  other  colleagues  to  see 
if  there  are  other  products  that  are  being  worked  on  that  cause  a  disproportionate  impact  and  would  bring  a 
list  of  products  back  to  the  Policy  Committee  for  selection. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Sitton  suggested  connecting  the  product  selection  with  reducing  waste. 

6.  Announcements  (Discussion).  Director  Blumenfeld  announced  that  the  Office  of  Economic  and 
Workforce  Development  and  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  scheduled  four  Hunters  Point 
Shipyard  Candlestick  community  workshops;  (1)  one  was  held  on  Saturday  March  15  from  10  -  12  at  Bret 
Harte  Elementary  Auditorium,  1035  Gilman;  (2)  Monday,  March  17  from  6:00-8:00  p.m.,  SE  Community 
Center;  1800  Oakdale  Avenue;  (3)  Wednesday,  April  2,  6  -  8:00  CCSF  Evans  Campus,  1400  Evans 
Avenue;  and  (4)  Saturday,  April  5th,  10-12,  Bayview  Hunters  Point  YMCA  Gymnasium,  1601  Lane  St. 
(Explanatory  Documents:  Workshop  Schedule  (PDF) 
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http://web1.sfQOv.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/HuntersPtShipvardCandlestick  Reports 

on  different  sections  of  the  plan  would  be  ready  for  review  at  the  April,  May  and  June  Policy  Committee 
meetings. 

Dr.  Geiger  announced  that  the  head  of  the  citywide  pest  control  contractor,  Pestech,  who  has  been  a  real 
innovator  on  least  toxic  pest  control  methods,  is  now  on  the  statewide  Pest  Control  Board. 

7.  Election  of  Vice-Chair  (Discussion  and  Action).  Chair  Wald  nominated  Commissioner  Gravanis  for  Vice- 
Chair  who  accepted  the  nomination  and  seconded  the  motion.  VOTE:  Ayes:  Chair  Wald  and 
Commissioner  Gravanis  (Absent:  Commissioner  Martin).  Commissioner  Gravanis  was  elected  as  Vice- 
Chair  of  the  Policy  Committee. 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items. 

Commission  Secretary  Monica  Fish  read  the  following  statement  from  Commissioner  Martin: 

"In  light  of  the  near-completion  of  the  list  of  21  Accords  which  has  been  a  guiding  document  to  the 
prioritization  of  the  efforts  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  I  would  like  to  know  what  is  intended  to 
take  its  place  as  such  a  framework.  If  there  is  no  specific  document  or  proposal  at  this  time,  I  would  like  to 
hear  from  Director  Blumenfeld  at  our  next  Policy  Committee  meeting  on  this  topic.  I  would  also  like  to 
propose  that  a  Prioritization  Framework  be  created  as  a  living  document  which  reflects  existing  and 
proposed  sustainability  goals  and  which  will  lend  a  larger  context  to  the  work  of  the  department  as  well  as 
efforts  of  other  departments  and  agencies." 

Director  Blumenfeld  indicated  that  work  on  the  accords  has  not  yet  been  completed.  Commissioner 
Gravanis  stated  that  the  Sustainability  Plan  would  be  a  logical  framework  if  resources  were  available  to 
update  the  Plan.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  Department's  mandates  that  flow  from  ordinances, 
staff,  or  available  funding  is  included  in  the  three-year  Strategic  Plan  that  is  updated  the  first  year  of  each 
year.  It  was  stated  that  the  Department  could  present  the  Toxics  section  of  the  Strategic  Plan  at  a  future 
meeting  for  discussion  as  it  includes  timelines  of  what  would  be  achieved  and  how.  The  Strategic  Plan  is 

located  On  the  Department's  WebSite  (PDF)  http://www.sfenvironment.org/downloads/librarv/sustainabilitvplan.pdf. 

Director  Blumenfeld  indicated  that  the  Sustainability  Plan  element  on  food  would  be  finished  after  two  years 
of  work  on  the  City's  food  policy,  and  lots  of  other  areas  are  getting  done.  In  order  to  be  accountable  and 
effective,  it  is  important  to  have  benchmarks.  Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  an  intern  went  through  the 
entire  document  to  work  out  what  had  been  achieved,  what  was  being  worked  on,  and  what  would  never 
be  achieved.  Committee  members  were  asked  for  their  ideas  of  what  sections  of  the  Plan  should  be 
emphasized  more  such  as  wildlife  and  biodiversity,  so  that  a  request  could  be  made  for  additional  funding 
and  to  determine  how  the  Department  or  other  agencies  can  work  on  these  items. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  updating  the  Sustainability  Plan  to  help  guide  future  fundraising  efforts. 
It  was  recommended  that  a  mega  framework  above  the  Plan  be  created  for  items  that  could  be  worked  on 
once  resources  become  available.  Director  Blumenfeld  suggested  directing  responsible  agencies  towards 
a  set  of  goals  that  would  meet  sustainability  practices.  Chair  Wald  suggested  creating  San  Francisco 
accords  that  would  set  our  own  objectives  and  moving  the  Sustainability  Plan  into  an  Accords  framework. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  incorporating  the  more  desirable  accords  into  the  Sustainability  Plan. 
Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  the  Food  Policy  contains  many  good  ideas  and  is  a  result  of  a  public  process.  Dr. 
Geiger  commended  the  Sustainability  Plan  in  that  it  is  derived  from  the  community;  but  recommended 
adding  an  assignment  of  responsibility  to  relevant  agencies.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  advantage 
of  the  Accords  is  that  it  is  a  short  document.  Director  Blumenfeld  recommended  identifying  three  main 
focus  areas  to  work  on  in  the  next  three  years,  setting  clear  goals,  and  assigning  responsibilities  for 
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sections  that  are  missing  so  things  can  get  done.  Ms.  Raphael  recommended  scheduling  a  future  meeting 
to  focus  on  the  Sustainability  Plan. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  recommended  future  agenda  items  that  include:  (1)  Commission's  position  and 
follow-up  discussion  on  Congestion  Management  Pricing;  (2)  local  government  food  policy;  (3) 
Commission's  recommendation  on  Low  Impact  Design  Guidelines  for  the  Wastewater  Master  Plan;  (4) 
Adopt  strategies  to  reduce  water  consumption  by  10%  in  201 5-invite  Tuolumne  River  representative  to 
discuss  impacts  of  current  activities  on  the  Tuolumne  River  Watershed,  what  the  currently  proposed  water 
supply  program  would  do  to  the  Tuolumne,  and  what  we  would  want  to  weigh  in  on  to  increase  water 
consumption  to  help  save  the  Tuolumne;  (5)  tidal  power  update;  (6)  status  of  Department's  efforts  on 
pharmaceutical  return  and  buy  back;  and  (2)  discussion  of  a  draft  outline  on  the  Wildlife  Policy  framework 
for  the  Wildlife  Plan. 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

10.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:00  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 


**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy 
Committee's  website  http://sfaov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetina.asp?id=6i ops.  (3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each 
agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415- 
355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish@sfgov.org. 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
POLICY  COMMITTEE 


*RESCHEDULED  MEETING 

APPROVED  MINUTES  DOCUMENTS  DEPT 

Monday,  March  17,  2008,  5:00  P.M.  cr  1 ' 

City  Hall,  Room  421 
One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place  A^ k  1  *  2008 

L  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  SAN  FRANCISCO 

PUBLIC  I  IBRARY 

he  Monday,  March  10,  2008,  5:00  p.m.  Policy  Committee  Meeting  was  rescheduled  to  Monday, 
arch  17,  2008,  at  5:00  p.m. 

DMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  and  Jane 
arieFrancis  Martin 

Order  of  Business 

Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at 
5:05  p.m.  Present:  Chair  Wald  and  Commissioner  Gravanis;  Excused:  Commissioner  Martin. 

Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  February  11,  2008  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting  (Discussion  and 
Action).  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis  and  second  by  Chair  Wald,  the  February  1 1 ,  2008 
Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  (AYES:  Chair  Wald  and  Commissioner  Gravanis;  Absent:  Commissioner 
Martin)  (Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Minutes  of  the  February  1 1 ,  2008  Policy  Committee  Meeting 

http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=75805). 

Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

Status  Update  on  the  Proposed  Aerial  Spraying  of  the  Light  Brown  Apple  Moth  in  San  Francisco 
and  the  Bay  Area  (Discussion)  (Explanatory  Documents  Received  in  Committee  Meeting:  San  Francisco 
Environment  March  17,  2008  Issue  Summary  on  California  Department  of  Food  and  Agriculture  (CDFA) 
2007-08  Light  Brown  Apple  Moth  Action  Plan  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2QQ8/SFE%20CDFA%202007- 

08%20LightBrownAppieMothActionPian.pdf  and  Department  of  Public  Health  (DPH)  Issue  Brief  March  2008  on  CDFA 
2007-08  Light  Brown  Apple  Moth  Action  Plan  (PDF) 

http://web1.  sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meeti  nqs/pc/supportinq/2008/DPHCDFALiqhtBrownAppleMothActPlanBrief.pdf). 

SPONSOR:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis  and  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 
SPEAKERS:  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager  and 
Chris  Geiger,  Ph.D.  Green  Purchasing  and  Integrated  Pest  Management  Programs 

Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  she  has  received  public  inquiries  about  the  safety  and  effectiveness 
of  the  proposed  aerial  spraying  for  control  of  the  light  brown  apple  moth  and  requested  a  report  on  the 
Department's  position.  Ms.  Raphael  and  Dr.  Geiger  presented  the  Department's  Issue  Summary  and 
discussed  the  Department's  position  (see  Explanatory  Document  above). 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  as  to  the  damage  caused  by  the  moth.  Dr.  Geiger  explained  that  there 
has  been  an  estimated  reported  damage  of  up  to  25%  to  40%  on  various  crops  caused  by  the  light  brown 
apple  moth,  but  that  is  not  necessarily  reliable  data.  It  was  reported  that  the  moth  is  a  leaf  roller  that 
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causes  surface  scarring  on  fruit,  which  causes  growers  concern  because  scarred  fruit  is  rejected  at  market. 
It  was  stated  that  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture's  (USDA)  and  State's  (CDFA)  objective  is  to 
try  to  eradicate  the  moth  before  it  reaches  the  Central  Valley  where  there  would  be  a  spike  in  pesticide  use. 
Ms.  Raphael  explained  the  risks  of  doing  nothing;  e.g.,  it  could  damage  the  economy,  crops,  and  could 
lead  to  a  huge  amount  of  pesticide  application  in  the  Central  Valley.  It  was  reported  that  the  moth  is 
showing  up  in  the  Bay  Area  in  urban  areas,  and  spraying  is  being  done  in  nurseries  as  well  as  restrictions 
being  placed  on  moving  nursery  stock  around  the  state. 

Dr.  Geiger  explained  that  the  CDFA  had  issued  a  Request  for  Proposal  (RFP)  for  pheromone  products 
which  do  not  pose  a  threat  to  environmental  or  human  health,  but  disrupt  the  moth's  mating  cycle.  Dr. 
Geiger  reported  on  concern  around  inert  ingredients  that  could  be  irritants,  but  at  the  concentrations  that 
these  would  be  used  in,  the  risk  would  be  minimal.  It  was  reported  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment 
and  the  Department  of  Public  Health  concur  with  the  State's  assessment  that  there  is  no  serious  health 
hazard,  but  precautions  should  be  taken  when  there  are  uncertainties.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  she  felt 
that  aerial  spraying  is  the  most  invasive  exposure  and  questioned  whether  it  was  necessary.  It  was  stated 
that  the  USDA  and  CDFA's  goal  is  eradication  so  the  moth  never  reaches  the  Central  Valley.  It  is  believed 
that  aerial  spraying  is  the  only  way  to  achieve  eradication,  but  may  not  solve  the  problem  long-term.  Ms. 
Raphael  asked  if  eradication  is  the  proper  goal  and  suggested  that  more  options  be  examined.  It  was 
suggested  that  Checkmate  be  used  in  ground  applications,  twist  ties,  on  hot  spots,  but  not  applied  by  aerial 
spraying.  There  is  a  lot  of  fear  around  aerial  spraying  that  won't  be  solved  no  matter  whether  it  is  safe  or 
not. 

Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  the  pest  was  found  within  1 1  counties  in  one  year  which  leads  to  the  belief  that  there 
is  no  way  to  eradicate  it.  If  you  are  only  thinking  of  eradication,  you  are  not  thinking  of  long-term 
suppression.  The  best  way  to  solve  an  introduced  species  problem  is  to  bring  in  classical  biological  control 
(natural  enemies;  e.g.  wasp).  It  was  stated  that  even  though  the  plan  calls  for  ground-level  programs  and 
the  parasitic  wasp,  there  does  not  seem  to  be  a  lot  of  emphasis  on  those  methods.  Ms.  Raphael  reported 
that  the  Department  of  the  Environment's  position  is  that  resources  should  go  towards  developing  long 
term  biological  control  and  to  the  immediate  targeted  applications  of  pheromones  in  areas  of  high 
concentrations  of  moths,  not  into  hiring  helicopters  and  airplanes  to  spray  entire  urban  areas. 

Chair  Wald  asked  whether  the  Department  is  engaged  in  discussions  with  the  CDFA.  Dr.  Geiger  reported 
that  he  has  attended  two  state  meetings,  and  there  is  another  public  meeting  scheduled  on  Wednesday, 
March  19  at  9:30  a.m.  at  the  Fox  Plaza,  1390  Market  Street,  Room  227.  Meetings  were  held  with  local 
officials,  and  now  a  series  of  Environmental  Impact  Report  scoping  meetings  are  scheduled  as  well  as 
public  education  meetings.  Ms.  Raphael  explained  that  the  Department  of  Public  Health  had  submitted  a 
good  scoping  document  and  is  the  official  point  department  in  terms  of  hierarchy.  It  was  explained  that  the 
Department  of  the  Environment  does  have  opportunities  to  weigh  in  through  the  EIR  scoping.  A 
recommendation  was  made  that  the  Commission  prepare  a  statement  questioning  the  effectiveness  of 
aerial  spraying  and  requesting  reconsideration  of  the  eradication  goal  and  reinforcing  that  natural  enemies 
would  be  the  only  long-term  solution  should  the  pest  become  established.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  in 
Australia,  the  natural  enemies  are  present.  Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  it  is  not  anticipated  that  the  EIR  would 
be  completed  by  August,  and  there  is  an  emergency  exemption  that  allows  for  the  spraying  to  be  done  at 
that  time.  Director  Blumenfeld  requested  that  the  Department  of  Public  Health's  Issue  Brief  be  added  to 
the  Department  of  the  Environment's  website  for  public  information. 

Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  the  USDA  and  CDFA  had  pushed  out  the  dates  for  spraying  to  August  and  are 
talking  more  about  ground  options.  Dr.  Geiger  reported  on  different  methods  being  discussed  to  reduce 
the  population  such  as  bait-and-trap.  Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  the  state  is  doing  an  application  of 
twist  ties  in  Treasure  Island.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  it  takes  millions  of  twist  ties  in  the  city  of  San  Francisco 
alone,  and  CDFA  had  said  this  is  more  than  the  entire  world  production  and  it  would  take  many  people  to 
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install  them.  However,  there  would  be  a  focus  on  the  key  areas  which  are  known  to  attract  the  moth,  which 
is  Golden  Gate  Park.  Chair  Wald  asked  if  volunteers  would  require  training  in  order  to  install  the  twist  ties. 
Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  twist  ties  is  a  professional  grade  product,  and  people  would  need  to  have  basic 
pesticide  safety  training,  but  there  may  be  other  obstacles  as  well.  The  application  would  be  effective  for 
about  two  months.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  a  decision  has  not  been  made  as  to  what  specific  product  would 
be  used  in  San  Francisco,  and  indicated  that  a  pheromone  would  probably  be  selected.  It  was  stated  that 
aerial  spraying  would  probably  be  implemented  several  times  a  year. 

Chair  Wald  asked  whether  the  Department  is  organizing  with  other  local  environment  and  health 
departments  to  share  information.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  he  is  not  doing  any  organizing  other  than 
distribution  to  the  Integrated  Pest  Management  (IPM)  group  which  covers  a  lot  of  different  agencies.  Ms. 
Raphael  stated  that  it  was  a  good  idea  to  share  work  and  research  that  has  been  done.  Chair  Wald  noted 
that  there  are  people  who  are  requesting  hearings,  public  notifications,  and  certification  of  safety,  but  the 
question  should  be  whether  eradication  is  the  right  goal.  Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  who  would  be 
responsible  for  public  education  and  information,  and  Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  it  is  supposed  to  be  the 
CDFA.  Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  if  the  state  could  be  called  on  to  do  more  public  education. 

Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  the  spray  is  not  supposed  to  make  people  sick,  but  people  are  reporting  that  they 
are  getting  sick.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  pheromone  does  not  make  people  sick;  however,  it  is 
the  other  ingredients  that  may  be  a  problem.  Dr.  Geiger  explained  that  we  can't  do  an  estimate  of  exposure 
without  knowing  the  percentage  of  the  ingredients  being  used.  Director  Blumenfeld  indicated  that 
pheromone  may  be  the  best  approach.  Chair  Wald  recommended  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment 
and  Department  of  Public  Health  prepare  an  Op-Ed  for  public  education  purposes.  Commissioner 
Gravanis  reported  on  the  University  of  California  Santa  Cruz  study  and  asked  whether  the  state  had 
prepared  a  formal  rebuttal.  Ms.  Raphael  suggested  that  the  Op-Ed  request  that  the  state  do  more  public 
education.  Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  the  Department  of  Public  Health  has  taken  on  the  responsibility  of 
tracking  adverse  health  effects  from  spraying  if  that  is  the  method  that  will  be  used. 

Director  Blumenfeld  indicated  that  the  moth  does  not  damage  fruit  and  that  it  just  leaves  blemishes.  A 
discussion  was  held  on  the  public's  perception  of  fruit  aesthetics  and  how  that  could  solve  part  of  the 
problem.  It  was  suggested  that  color  photos  of  fruit  be  included  as  part  of  the  Op-Ed  in  order  to  educate 
the  public  that  blemished  fruit  does  not  damage  the  fruit  itself. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  requested  information  on  whether  the  surfactants  associated  with  the  spray  were 
tested  on  other  wildlife.  Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  there  is  language  to  the  effect  that  you  should  bring  your 
kid's  toys  inside  as  a  precaution,  and  there  is  a  mention  of  precautionary  action  that  residents  should  take. 
It  was  reported  that  the  National  Resources  Defense  Council  (NRDC)  supports  the  pheromone  tactic  but 
questions  the  use  of  aerial  spraying  similar  to  the  Department  of  the  Environment's  position. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  if  there  was  an  estimated  time  frame  for  research  for  finding  biological 
control.  Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  it  could  take  a  couple  of  years  to  find  it,  bring  it  back,  and  screen  it.  Then 
it  would  take  a  couple  of  more  years  before  it  is  established  if  you  have  chosen  the  right  wasp. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Janice  Sitton  stated  that  she  had  read  A  Silent  Spring  and  can't  believe  that  aerial 
spraying  is  still  an  option  after  reading  that  book.  Ms.  Sitton  stated  that  she  is  trying  to  become  more 
educated  and  understand  the  moth's  threat  to  agriculture  and  what  a  huge  problem  that  is  to  the  state  as 
well  as  all  of  the  farmers  that  do  commerce  here  and  in  other  states  and  countries.  Ms.  Sitton  inquired 
about  the  best  option  for  dealing  with  this  pest  and  indicated  that  she  would  be  willing  to  put  ties  on  trees 
and  anything  she  could  to  avoid  spraying  if  she  were  properly  trained.  Ms.  Sitton  asked  if  there  is  an 
estimated  number  of  moths  in  San  Francisco,  and  how  that  relates  to  the  City's  population.  Would  the 
spraying  be  over  the  entire  City  even  though  our  trees  are  concentrated  in  parks?  Dr.  Geiger  explained 
that  there  are  hundreds  and  hundreds  of  traps  all  over  the  state,  and  the  latest  tally  indicates  that  they  have 
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caught  about  1 1 ,000  moths  statewide.  It  is  understood  that  if  you  can  catch  that  many  in  a  trap,  there  are 
thousands  more  out  there.  It  is  an  established  pest.  Dr.  Geiger  indicated  that  from  his  conversations  with 
the  CDFA,  they  were  not  planning  on  doing  aerial  spraying  over  the  entire  city  and  had  a  patchwork  of 
techniques.  Their  reasons  for  wanting  to  do  aerial  spraying  are  that  pheromones  need  to  be  applied 
uniformly  in  order  to  confuse  all  of  the  moths  instead  of  some.  Ms.  Raphael  explained  that  their  goal  is 
eradication  so  it  obligates  them  to  do  a  uniform  spraying.  Ms.  Sitton  asked  if  the  moth  is  situated  near  any 
particular  trees  or  plants  and  asked  for  additional  information  on  the  number  and  location  of  the  moths.  Dr. 
Geiger  stated  that  the  moths  target  hundreds  of  different  species,  and  there  are  problems  with  it  attacking 
native  species.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  she  would  include  links  to  other  relevant  websites  on  the 
Department  of  the  Environment's  website.  Ms.  Sitton  announced  that  she  already  purchased  commercially- 
challenged  fruit.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  farmers  could  help  in  this  effort  by  putting  up  a  simple 
display  at  the  Farmers  Market  that  shows  a  commercially  challenged  piece  of  fruit  that  asks  if  it  is  so  bad  in 
comparison  to  spraying. 

Ms.  Sitton  presented  a  quote  "We  all  live  under  the  haunting  fear  that  something  may  corrupt  the 
environment  where  man  joins  the  dinosaurs  as  an  obsolete  form  of  life  and  what  makes  these  thoughts  all 
the  more  disturbing  is  the  knowledge  that  our  fate  could  perhaps  be  sealed  20  or  more  years  before  the 
symptoms." 

5.  Urban  Environmental  Accord  Action  16:  Every  year,  identify  one  product,  chemical,  or  compound  that  is 
used  within  the  city  that  represents  the  greatest  risk  to  human  health  and  adopt  a  law  and  provide 
incentives  to  reduce  or  eliminate  its  use  by  the  municipal  government.  Discussion  of  criteria  for  selection  of 
the  product,  chemical  or  compound  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action). 

SPONSOR:  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 
DEPARTMENT  STAFF  SPEAKERS:  Chris  Geiger,  Ph.D.  Green  Purchasing  and  Integrated  Pest 
Management  Programs  and  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  he  had  attended  a  regional  meeting  of  all  of  the  cities  that  had  signed  the 
Accords.  It  was  stated  that  most  of  the  cities  had  picked  one  accord  a  year,  and  some  two,  but  they  went 
through  the  same  process  as  the  Department  of  the  Environment.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  Ms. 
Raphael  and  Dr.  Geiger  would  be  discussing  what  criteria  can  be  used  to  help  determine  the  selection  of  a 
product,  chemical  or  compound,  and  that  selection  would  be  brought  back  to  the  Policy  Committee  at  a 
future  meeting  for  a  decision. 

Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  during  initial  implementation  of  the  Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance,  a  score- 
sheet  had  been  developed  to  rank  and  compare  product  categories  that  were  being  purchased  by  the  City 
and  to  prioritize  the  ones  that  were  most  important  to  work  on  with  the  City's  green  purchasing  efforts 
(Explanatory  Document:  PPO/TPC  Product  Category  Score  Sheet  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenviro^  The  SCOre- 

sheet  could  be  used  for  this  purpose  as  it  has  broad  coverage  of  useful  information  that  includes  details  on 
whether  it  is  a  carcinogen,  reproductive  toxin,  whether  there  are  existing  ordinances  and  identifies  the 
potential  for  national-impact  leadership  as  well  as  other  relevant  categories.  Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  the 
score-sheet  was  created  after  holding  well-attended  public  meetings  and  through  a  lot  of  emphasis  on 
outreach.  Consideration  is  being  given  to  using  the  score-sheet  as  a  tool  for  the  Accords.  Dr.  Geiger 
reported  that  there  had  been  three  public  meetings  to  develop  the  score-sheet  as  well  as  work  done  with 
consultants  to  decide  what  a  product  category  was  and  then  how  to  fit  all  considerations  into  one  page. 
Chair  Wald  asked  when  the  score-sheet  was  developed  and  how  many  times  it  was  used  in  the 
Precautionary  Principle.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  it  had  been  used  only  once  as  an  initial  prioritization  list  and 
that  it  is  reexamined  every  three  years. 
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Director  Blumenfeld  asked  Policy  Committee  members  for  their  ideas  on  what  products  should  be  banned. 
Ms.  Raphael  discussed  the  original  San  Francisco  bill  that  banned  Bisphenol  A  and  phthalates  from 
children's  products.  It  was  explained  that  the  European  Union  (EU)  had  banned  phthalates  since  1999, 
and  the  ban  had  been  strengthened  in  2005.  It  was  felt  that  there  was  a  lot  of  scientific  evidence  and  pre- 
existing examples  of  policy  worldwide  to  stand  on  to  implement  the  ban  locally.  In  the  case  of  Bisphenol  A 
no  government  entity  in  the  world  had  every  ruled  against  it.  When  the  EU  prepared  their  analysis  recently, 
they  found  it  was  ten  times  safer  than  they  thought  it  was  originally.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  they  felt  that 
putting  the  two  products  together  was  not  good  policy  and  would  be  too  much  of  a  burden  on  both  local 
retailers  and  local  government,  so  a  strategic  decision  was  made  to  postpone  a  decision  on  Bisphenol  A 
and  tighten  the  ban  on  phthalates  so  it  could  be  implemented  and  carry  penalties.  San  Francisco  and  the 
state  had  passed  their  phthalate  ban  so  now  a  recommendation  would  be  made  to  suspend  San 
Francisco's  ban  as  we  are  preempted  by  the  state,  and  in  addition  Senator  Feinstein  would  be  proposing  a 
ban  at  the  national  level. 

Ms.  Raphael  explained  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  is  charged  with  presenting  a 
recommendation  on  Bisphenol  A  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  It  was  reported  that  the  EU  had  prepared  an 
assessment,  and  the  United  States  National  Toxicology  program  is  working  on  their  assessment.  There  is 
a  lot  of  acceptance  in  the  fact  that  science  has  changed  in  the  last  ten  years,  so  it  is  time  to  look  at  the  new 
data  and  make  a  new  determination.  The  Department  asked  the  Board  to  wait  until  the  National 
assessment  would  be  finalized  which  should  be  in  the  next  couple  of  months.  It  is  believed  that  the 
assessment  would  determine  that  they  are  not  concerned  with  Bispenol  A.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  it  is 
important  to  consider  where  the  risk  is  biggest  and  may  have  the  biggest  impact  and  propose  a  ban  in  that 
area,  such  as  polycarbonate  baby  bottles.  It  was  suggested  that  the  Commission  discuss  making  a 
recommendation  to  the  Board  to  consider  alternatives  to  bans  such  as  asking  grocery  stores  to  not  stock 
the  product. 

Ms.  Raphael  discussed  additional  products  for  consideration  e.g.,  the  shiny  lining  in  cans,  such  as  formula 
and  tomatoes,  which  has  been  shown  to  leech  out.  It  was  suggested  that  a  science  based  alternatives 
assessment  be  done  on  alternatives  to  dry  cleaning  solvents.  Ms.  Raphael  explained  that  wet  cleaners  are 
not  disclosing  the  surfactants  used  in  their  products.  Director  Blumenfeld  recommended  working  on  a 
campaign  this  year  on  the  packaging  of  organic  products  that  are  sold  in  hard  plastic  and  styrofoam 
containers.  Director  Blumenfeld  indicated  that  there  is  more  science  associated  with  the  score-sheet 
categories  on  PVC  than  in  Bisphenol  A.  Director  Blumenfeld  also  suggested  bromoenol  flame  retardants 
as  another  possibility.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  supports  the  ideas  of  targeting  certain  areas 
such  as  baby  bottles  and  working  on  bromoenol  flame  retardants  and  Bisphenol  A.  Commissioner 
Gravanis  also  suggested  consideration  of  bubble  packs.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  PVC  is  in  a  lot  of 
products  and  is  also  an  environmental  justice  issue  because  many  of  the  factories  are  located  in  those 
areas  where  this  product  is  being  produced.  Director  Blumenfeld  discussed  the  idea  of  charging  a 
recycling  fee  for  battery  purchases.  Ms.  Raphael  indicated  that  she  would  talk  with  other  colleagues  to  see 
if  there  are  other  products  that  are  being  worked  on  that  cause  a  disproportionate  impact  and  would  bring  a 
list  of  products  back  to  the  Policy  Committee  for  selection. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Sitton  suggested  connecting  the  product  selection  with  reducing  waste. 

6.  Announcements  (Discussion).  Director  Blumenfeld  announced  that  the  Office  of  Economic  and 
Workforce  Development  and  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  scheduled  four  Hunters  Point 
Shipyard  Candlestick  community  workshops;  (1 )  one  was  held  on  Saturday  March  1 5  from  1 0  -  1 2  at  Bret 
Harte  Elementary  Auditorium,  1035  Gilman;  (2)  Monday,  March  17  from  6:00  -  8:00  p.m.,  SE  Community 
Center;  1800  Oakdale  Avenue;  (3)  Wednesday,  April  2,  6  -  8:00  CCSF  Evans  Campus,  1400  Evans 
Avenue;  and  (4)  Saturday,  April  5th,  10-12,  Bayview  Hunters  Point  YMCA  Gymnasium,  1601  Lane  St. 
(Explanatory  Documents:  Workshop  Schedule  (PDF) 
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on  different  sections  of  the  plan  would  be  ready  for  review  at  the  April,  May  and  June  Policy  Committee 
meetings. 

Dr.  Geiger  announced  that  the  head  of  the  citywide  pest  control  contractor,  Pestech,  who  has  been  a  real 
innovator  on  least  toxic  pest  control  methods,  is  now  on  the  statewide  Pest  Control  Board. 

7.  Election  of  Vice-Chair  (Discussion  and  Action).  Chair  Wald  nominated  Commissioner  Gravanis  for  Vice- 
Chair  who  accepted  the  nomination  and  seconded  the  motion.  VOTE:  Ayes:  Chair  Wald  and 
Commissioner  Gravanis  (Absent:  Commissioner  Martin).  Commissioner  Gravanis  was  elected  as  Vice- 
Chair  of  the  Policy  Committee. 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items. 

Commission  Secretary  Monica  Fish  read  the  following  statement  from  Commissioner  Martin: 

"In  light  of  the  near-completion  of  the  list  of  21  Accords  which  has  been  a  guiding  document  to  the 
prioritization  of  the  efforts  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  I  would  like  to  know  what  is  intended  to 
take  its  place  as  such  a  framework.  If  there  is  no  specific  document  or  proposal  at  this  time,  I  would  like  to 
hear  from  Director  Blumenfeld  at  our  next  Policy  Committee  meeting  on  this  topic.  I  would  also  like  to 
propose  that  a  Prioritization  Framework  be  created  as  a  living  document  which  reflects  existing  and 
proposed  sustainability  goals  and  which  will  lend  a  larger  context  to  the  work  of  the  department  as  well  as 
efforts  of  other  departments  and  agencies." 

Director  Blumenfeld  indicated  that  work  on  the  accords  has  not  yet  been  completed.  Commissioner 
Gravanis  stated  that  the  Sustainability  Plan  would  be  a  logical  framework  if  resources  were  available  to 
update  the  Plan.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  Department's  mandates  that  flow  from  ordinances, 
staff,  or  available  funding  is  included  in  the  three-year  Strategic  Plan  that  is  updated  the  first  year  of  each 
year.  It  was  stated  that  the  Department  could  present  the  Toxics  section  of  the  Strategic  Plan  at  a  future 
meeting  for  discussion  as  it  includes  timelines  of  what  would  be  achieved  and  how.  The  Strategic  Plan  is 

located  On  the  Department's  WebSite  (PDF)  http://www.sfenvironment.orq/downloads/librarv/sustainabilitvplan.pdf. 

Director  Blumenfeld  indicated  that  the  Sustainability  Plan  element  on  food  would  be  finished  after  two  years 
of  work  on  the  City's  food  policy,  and  lots  of  other  areas  are  getting  done.  In  order  to  be  accountable  and 
effective,  it  is  important  to  have  benchmarks.  Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  an  intern  went  through  the 
entire  document  to  work  out  what  had  been  achieved,  what  was  being  worked  on,  and  what  would  never 
be  achieved.  Committee  members  were  asked  for  their  ideas  of  what  sections  of  the  Plan  should  be 
emphasized  more  such  as  wildlife  and  biodiversity,  so  that  a  request  could  be  made  for  additional  funding 
and  to  determine  how  the  Department  or  other  agencies  can  work  on  these  items. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  updating  the  Sustainability  Plan  to  help  guide  future  fundraising  efforts. 
It  was  recommended  that  a  mega  framework  above  the  Plan  be  created  for  items  that  could  be  worked  on 
once  resources  become  available.  Director  Blumenfeld  suggested  directing  responsible  agencies  towards 
a  set  of  goals  that  would  meet  sustainability  practices.  Chair  Wald  suggested  creating  San  Francisco 
accords  that  would  set  our  own  objectives  and  moving  the  Sustainability  Plan  into  an  Accords  framework. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  incorporating  the  more  desirable  accords  into  the  Sustainability  Plan. 
Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  the  Food  Policy  contains  many  good  ideas  and  is  a  result  of  a  public  process.  Dr. 
Geiger  commended  the  Sustainability  Plan  in  that  it  is  derived  from  the  community;  but  recommended 
adding  an  assignment  of  responsibility  to  relevant  agencies.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  advantage 
of  the  Accords  is  that  it  is  a  short  document.  Director  Blumenfeld  recommended  identifying  three  main 
focus  areas  to  work  on  in  the  next  three  years,  setting  clear  goals,  and  assigning  responsibilities  for 
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sections  that  are  missing  so  things  can  get  done.  Ms.  Raphael  recommended  scheduling  a  future  meeting 
to  focus  on  the  Sustainability  Plan. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  recommended  future  agenda  items  that  include:  (1)  Commission's  position  and 
follow-up  discussion  on  Congestion  Management  Pricing;  (2)  local  government  food  policy;  (3) 
Commission's  recommendation  on  Low  Impact  Design  Guidelines  for  the  Wastewater  Master  Plan;  (4) 
Adopt  strategies  to  reduce  water  consumption  by  10%  in  2015-invite  Tuolumne  River  representative  to 
discuss  impacts  of  current  activities  on  the  Tuolumne  River  Watershed,  what  the  currently  proposed  water 
supply  program  would  do  to  the  Tuolumne,  and  what  we  would  want  to  weigh  in  on  to  increase  water 
consumption  to  help  save  the  Tuolumne;  (5)  tidal  power  update;  (6)  status  of  Department's  efforts  on 
pharmaceutical  return  and  buy  back;  and  (2)  discussion  of  a  draft  outline  on  the  Wildlife  Policy  framework 
for  the  Wildlife  Plan. 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

10.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:00  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy 
Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetina.asp?id=6ioo5.  (3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each 
agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415- 
355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish(S)sfqov.orq. 


Approved:  April  21,  2008 
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COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
POLICY  COMMITTEE 
CITY  HALL,  ROOM  421 

COMMITTEE  MEMBERS 

Commissioner  Johanna  Wald  (Chair) 
Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair) 
Commissioner  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin 


The  MONDAY,  APRIL  14,  2008,  5:00  p.m.  regularly  scheduled  meeting  of  the 
Commission  on  the  Environment's  Policy  Committee  has  been  RESCHEDULED 
to  MONDAY,  APRIL  21,  2008,  at  5:00  p.m.  The  meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall, 
One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Room  421,  San  Francisco.  An  agenda  will  be 
provided  72  hours  prior  to  the  meeting.  Please  contact  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  Commission  Secretary,  Monica  Fish,  at  415-355-3709  or 
Monica.Fish@sfgov.org  if  you  would  like  to  be  placed  on  the  agenda  list.  An 
agenda  may  also  be  accessed  on  the  website  at 

http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting. asp?id=61 005. 

Posted:  April  4,  2008 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
POLICY  COMMITTEE 

'NOTICE  OF  RESCHEDULED  MEETING  AND  AGENDA  DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 
Monday,  April  21,  2008,  5:00  P.M. 

City  Hall,  Room  421  APR  1  7  2G08 

One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place  FRANCISCO 
San  Franasco,  CA  94102  PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

''The  Monday,  April  14,  2008,  5:00  p.m.  Regular  Meeting  has  been  rescheduled  to  Monday,  April  21, 
2008,  at  5:00  p.m. 

COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1 .  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  March  17,  2008  Policy  Committee  Rescheduled  Meeting  (Discussion 
and  Action)  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Minutes  of  the  March  17,  2008  Policy  Committee  Meeting 

http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=78029). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

4.  Hunters  Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point  Sustainability  Plan  (Informational  Presentation  and 
Discussion). 

SPONSORS:  Commissioner  Johanna  Wald  and  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 

SPEAKERS:  Ms.  Jean  Rogers,  Principal,  ARUP; 
Ms.  Tiffany  Bohee,  Project  Manager,  Office  of  Economic  and  Workforce  Development 

5.  Announcements  (Discussion). 

6.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items  (Discussion). 

7.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

8.  Adjournment 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting.asp?id=61 005, 
(3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355- 
3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish(5)sfqov.orq  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  Explanatory  documents  that  are  received 
after  posting  of  this  agenda  are  available  on  the  website  or  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  the  contact  information  listed 
above. 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 

Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 

may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 

by  the  public  will  exceed  1 5  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 

applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 

to: 


1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 ,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  S 
Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the 
Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and 
the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI 
accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenu 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall  be 
4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meetin 
a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to 
make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 
Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Jr.,  Sunshine  Task  Force 
Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724; 
Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf(8)sfqov.orq.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine 
Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfqov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 
Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112;  web  site  atwww.sfgov.org/ethics. 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin,  written  comments 
regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  941 02  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which  cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission 
Secretary  by  that  time  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above. 

When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree-free 
paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary  and  the  public. 


Posted:  April  15,  2008 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
POLICY  COMMITTEE 


9?. 7/ 


i 


*RESCHEDULED  MEETING 
DRAFT  MINUTES 
Monday,  April  21,  2008,  5:00  P.M. 

City  Hall,  Room  421 
One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
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"The  Monday,  April  14,  2008,  5:00  p.m.  Regular  Meeting  has  been  rescheduled  to  Monday,  April  21, 
2008,  at  5:00  p.m. 

COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:09  p.m.  Present:  Chair 
Wald,  Commissioners  Gravanis  and  Martin. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  March  17,  2008  Policy  Committee  Rescheduled  Meeting  (Discussion 
and  Action).  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  Martin,  the 
meeting  minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Minutes  of  the 

March  17,  2008  Policy  Committee  Meeting  httD://sfaov.ora/site/sfenvironment  paae.asp?id=78029). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Hunters  Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point  Sustainability  Plan  (Informational  Presentation  and 
Discussion). 

SPONSORS:  Commissioner  Johanna  Wald  and  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 

SPEAKERS:  Ms.  Jean  Rogers,  Principal,  ARUP; 
Ms.  Tiffany  Bohee,  Project  Manager,  Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  and  Workforce  Development 

Ms.  Tiffany  Bohee  reported  that  the  presentation  to  the  Policy  Committee  in  February  on  the  Hunters 
Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point  Sustainability  Plan  was  an  introduction  to  the  approach.  Since 
February  Lennar  and  ARUP  have  conducted  additional  analysis  on  the  approach,  and  ARUP  has 
focused  on  waste,  water,  and  energy,  and  Mr.  Bill  Burton,  DMJM  Harris,  has  focused  on  the 
transportation  section  of  the  Plan.  It  was  explained  that  four  workshops  were  held  in  the  Bayview 
community  to  discuss  the  Land  Use  Plan  and  ongoing  discussions  are  being  held  with  the  PAC,  CAC 
and  neighborhood  groups. 


Ms.  Jean  Rogers  distributed  a  copy  of  the  draft  "Bayview  Waterfront  Project  Sustainability  at-a-Glance" 
(PDF) 


http://web1  .sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenviro 

df  that  includes  key  strategies  for  the  Sustainability  Plan  and  requested  feedback  from  the 
Commissioners  as  the  plan  is  continuing  to  be  developed.  It  was  explained  that  the  intention  is  to  have 
a  draft  plan  published  in  June,  a  month  for  public  comment,  and  a  final  plan  to  be  issued  in  July. 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 


Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 
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Ms.  Rogers  discussed  the  tailored  sustainability  approach  that  includes  incorporating  perspectives  from 
various  sustainability  frameworks,  input  from  key  stakeholders,  and  other  considerations  that  include 
community  issues  and  concerns,  meeting  AB32  and  AB  857  specifications,  SustainLane  City  rankings, 
and  specific  characteristics  of  the  site.  The  vision  is  to  develop  a  place  that  is  serving  the  needs  of  the 
residents  to  live,  recreate,  earn  a  living  wage  and  raise  a  family  in  a  safe,  affordable,  and  healthy 
environment  that  is  a  model  of  urban  sustainable  design  addressing  local  issues  and  global  challenges 
such  as  climate  change. 

Ms.  Rogers  reported  that  the  Plan  will  address  seven  focus  areas,  and  that  a  new  area  is  being 
addressed-advanced  information  communication  technology.  It  was  explained  that  advanced 
information  communication  technology  includes  smart  grids,  how  to  use  technology  to  address  impacts 
of  transportation  congestion,  building  information  systems  to  bring  about  behavioral  changes  on  utility 
use,  and  bringing  that  information  to  residents  who  need  to  understand  real  time  monitoring  of  utilities 
use.  The  focus  areas  discussed  for  this  presentation  include  resource  efficiency  and  transportation. 
Explanatory  Document:  (Presentation:  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/CoEpresentation22A  Topic  areas 

discussed  included: 

•    Resource  Efficiency:  Energy — Strategies  being  analyzed  are  to  reduce  building  energy  demand, 
centralize  energy  systems  to  maximize  efficiency  and  reliability,  maximize  on-site  energy  generation 
from  renewable  sources,  and  reduce  the  energy  cost  burden  in  affordable  housing  units.  The  goal 
is  to  create  a  self-sufficient  community  with  a  clean  reliable  source  of  power.  It  was  stated  that 
since  the  last  Policy  meeting  in  February,  site  conditions  were  reviewed  to  optimize  the  use  of  PV 
(photovoltaics),  wind  turbines,  and  creating  a  central  plant  to  produce  power,  heat  and  chilled  water. 

Energy  Reduction  Strategies:  a  discussion  was  held  on  energy  reduction  strategies  that  would 
include  the  use  of  natural  ventilation,  energy  star  equipment,  reflective  paving,  high  performance 
glazing,  and  other  high  performance  techniques.  It  was  stated  that  through  good  design  and  good 
building  efficiency  measures,  demand  could  be  reduced  by  about  24%,  which  leaves  a  lot  less 
energy  that  has  to  be  supplied.  Ms.  Rogers  explained  that  solar  technologies  would  be  incorporated 
into  the  buildings  such  as  solar  hot  water  heating  and  photovoltaics.  One  of  the  challenges  is  to 
balance  renewables  with  the  demand. 

Ms.  Rogers  reported  that  wind  is  an  excellent  resource  that  would  be  incorporated  into  the 
renewables  portfolio.  Research  is  being  done  to  find  where  the  strongest  winds  are  directionally 
and  creating  a  more  detailed  mapping  to  the  land  use  plan  to  identify  which  buildings  might  be 
appropriate  for  wind  technology.  The  strategy  is  to  utilize  small  vertical  access  turbines  that  are 
integrated  into  the  buildings  rather  than  installing  a  wind  farm  on  site. 

Sustainable  energy  supply  would  be  coming  from  two  centralized  utility  plants,  one  serving  Hunters 
Point  and  one  serving  Candlestick  Point.  Sources  of  energy  would  be  from  rooftop  photovoltaics, 
solar  hot  water  heating,  and  building  integrated  wind  turbines.  The  mix  of  what  amount  would  come 
from  which  resource  is  now  being  reviewed. 

District  Energy:  Central  Plant:  Tri-generation  concept  of  combined  heat,  power  and  cooling  would 
bring  many  benefits  that  are  explained  in  the  presentation.  It  was  stated  that  there  wouid  be  a 
natural  gas  or  bio  gas  run  turbine  producing  power.  The  waste-heat  from  that  process  would  go  to 
heating  water  which  would  be  part  of  a  district  wide  hot-water  route  and  through  absorption  chillers, 
could  be  part  of  a  chilled  water  supply.  The  possibility  of  using  bay  water  for  a  district  wide  chilled 
water  route  that  could  be  used  to  offset  chilling  modes  would  be  reviewed.  However,  there  is  not  a 
huge  demand  for  chilling  so  it  would  be  used  more  for  the  commercial  district.  There  is  a  strong 
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demand  for  heating  and  there  would  be  excess  waste  heat  from  this  process.  Residents  would 
benefit  in  that  they  would  receive  cheaper  utilities  for  both  heat  and  power. 

Mapping  the  megawatt  demand  from  commercial  and  residential  types  of  applications  over  time  of  day 
and  determining  the  source  of  power  is  being  reviewed  at  this  time.  Commissioner  Martin  indicated 
that  the  mapping  diagram  excludes  the  stadium  and  asked  whether  examples  would  be  done  to  include 
the  stadium.  Ms.  Rogers  stated  that  they  are  primarily  focused  on  the  stadium  alternative  and  are  right 
now  figuring  out  the  best  way  to  supply  energy  to  the  stadium. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Angelo  King  asked  if  the  project's  infrastructure  would  be  paid  for  by  tax 
increment  dollars  or  by  another  method.  Ms.  Jean  Rogers  stated  that  ARUP  is  currently  working  on  the 
economics  and  reviewing  financing  options.  Ms.  Audrey  Tendell,  Lennar  reported  that  the  sustainability 
section  costs  would  depend  on  whether  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC)  or  a 
third  party  would  be  hired  to  operate  the  central  plant. 

•    Water  Strategies:  Strategies  include  reducing  demand,  using  alternative  water  sources,  treating  all 
wastewater  efficiently,  providing  a  source  of  recycled  water  for  the  Bayview  community,  and 
implementing  a  low  impact  stormwater  management  system.  It  is  believed  that  this  project  could 
stay  within  the  natural  water  budget. 

Recycled  Water  Options  include  (1)  taking  the  wastewater  (blackwater)  from  Hunters  Point  and 
Candlestick  and  sending  it  to  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  Southeast  Water  Treatment  Control 
plant.  All  of  the  stormwater  would  be  diverted  from  the  plant;  (2)  providing  a  source  of  greywater 
recycled  water  either  through  a  SFPUC  recycled  water  plant  or  an  on-site  plant  at  Hunters  Point.  It 
would  be  the  first  community  in  San  Francisco  to  have  a  source  of  recycled  water.  Details  are 
being  reviewed  of  what  it  would  involve  and  costs  to  do  both  options. 

Low  Impact  Design  Stormwater  Opportunities:  All  neighborhood  streets  were  mapped  and  studied 
for  their  potential  for  infiltrating  stormwater,  accepting  stormwater,  and  treating  it  on  site  with  low 
energy,  low  impact  methods.  It  was  explained  that  100%  of  the  stormwater  can  be  diverted  simply 
through  integrating  low  impact  stormwater  management  best  practices. 

Resource  Efficiency  Waste:  A  review  had  been  completed  on  how  to  maximize  diversion  rates  from 
landfill  from  planning,  design,  construction  and  operations  through  an  innovative  system  "Envac" 
that  uses  vacuum  technology  for  waste  processing.  The  Department  of  the  Environment  is 
reviewing  Envac  as  well  and  it  could  be  a  fantastic  pilot  project.  Using  Envac  would  provide  a  high 
efficiency  of  collection  and  diversion  and  would  fit  in  with  the  City's  goal  of  100%  diversion. 
Construction  and  Demolition  Waste:  The  hazardous  waste  component  is  being  reviewed  in  order  to 
achieve  100%  diversion. 

Environment  and  Climate  Change:  A  review  is  being  done  in  order  to  minimize  the  carbon  footprint, 
promote  healthy  air  quality,  restore  ecosystems,  accommodate  the  effects  of  climate  change,  and  to 
protect  and  enhance  biodiversity.  It  was  stated  that  a  biologist  has  been  hired  and  additional 
information  would  be  provided  in  the  future.  It  was  reported  that  the  final  plan  would  have  a 
detailed  breakdown  of  the  carbon  sources  from  transportation  and  energy,  would  be  analyzed  on  a 
per  capita  basis,  and  compared  to  national  averages  and  San  Francisco's  goals  under  AB  32. 
Strategies  would  be  developed  to  meet  AB  32  goals. 


Public  Comment 
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Mr.  Howard  Strassner  inquired  why  San  Francisco  offices  would  need  cooling  and  asked  whether 
ground  source  heat  pumps  had  been  considered.  Ms.  Rogers  stated  that  geothermal  applications 
would  be  reviewed.  It  was  stated  that  because  the  demand  is  being  reduced  so  much,  it  makes  the 
economics  difficult  for  both  heating  and  cooling  strategies.  It  was  stated  that  because  a  minimal 
demand  is  being  considered  for  cooling,  it  may  not  make  sense.  Director  Blumenfeld  indicated  that  the 
Department  of  the  Environment  has  been  discussing  presenting  a  proposal  to  the  state  on  ground 
source  heat  pumps.  Mr.  Strassner  suggested  that  solar  be  used  as  the  only  source  of  electrical  power. 

Mr.  King  discussed  the  idea  of  reducing  the  carbon  footprint  by  attaching  LEED  certification  to 
incorporate  and  support  local  workforce  regulations.  The  concept  would  be  to  support  local 
neighborhood  objectives  in  employment  in  order  to  reduce  the  carbon  footprint.  Mr.  King  asked  Ms. 
Rogers  to  consider  an  analysis  of  how  the  carbon  footprint  would  be  reduced  based  on  the  number  of 
miles  people  are  commuting  to  work. 

•    Accessibility  and  Transportation.  Mr.  Bill  Burton,  DMJM  Harris,  reported  that  a  Draft  Transportation 
Plan  is  being  developed  and  time  has  been  spent  meeting  with  MUNI,  Sam  Trans  and  all  other 
interested  stakeholders  in  transportation.  A  discussion  was  held  on  shifting  modes  of  transportation 
from  auto  to  alternative  modes  and  using  ICT  systems  to  promote  sustainable  transit;  e.g.,  walking, 
bicycling,  car  share  and  smart  transit,  Bus  Rapid  Transit  (BRT)  routes.  Project  goals  and  principles 
were  discussed,  such  as  creating  a  self-sufficient  community  designed  to  emphasize  biking  and 
walking,  implementing  a  rigorous  Transportation  Demand  (TDM)  program,  providing  robust  transit 
service  and  options,  extending  seven  MUNI  lines  and  increasing  frequency  of  service,  introducing 
four  new  services,  and  additional  goals  were  identified  as  described  in  the  presentation  handout. 

Graphics  were  shown  on  existing  travel  behavior  by  total  person  trips  taken  by  auto,  transit,  walk 
and  bike  and  a  comparison  was  made  with  other  San  Francisco  neighborhoods.  The  majority  of 
total  person  trips  by  auto  had  been  calculated  to  be  66%.  The  project  goal  is  to  reduce  the  auto  trip 
figure  by  26%  that  would  be  accomplished  through  increasing  the  transit  trip  figure  by  19%  and 
biking  and  walking  by  7%.  TDM  goals  from  the  modal  shift  would  help  to  reduce  auto  trips  by  26% 
with  elements  that  include  carpool/vanpool,  on-site  car  sharing,  biking  and  walking,  free  shuttle 
service,  transit,  internal  trip  capture  and  site  design,  unbundled  residential  parking  spaces,  shared 
parking  for  efficiency,  preferred  parking  for  carpool  and  vanpool,  online  transit  maps,  schedules, 
and  real-time  arrival  information,  transit  centers  with  staffed  kiosks,  and  additional  strategies  as 
described  in  the  presentation  handout. 

Additional  TDM  elements  include  creating  bicycle  routes  and  signage,  maps  of  bicycle  routes, 
showers  and  locker  facilities,  and  safe  and  secure  bicycle  parking.  Internal  Trip  Capture  and  Site 
Design  would  be  implemented  so  that  people  would  not  want  to  drive  and  leave  the  site.  All  support 
services/amenities  that  are  intrinsic  and  inherent  in  daily  life  would  be  provided  on  site,  e.g., 
banking,  post  office,  grocery  etc.  and  residents  would  be  able  to  reach  these  services  via  shuttle, 
walking,  BRT,  or  biking. 

Proposed  Transportation  Plan-Transit  Improvements:  The  project  goal  is  to  shift  3700  trips  to 
transit  for  a  total  of  6700  trips  through  transit  improvements  that  are  being  discussed  with  MUNI. 
Proposed  strategies  include  extending  existing  MUNI  routes  into  the  site,  making  them  a  part  of  the 
fabric  of  the  community,  instituting  a  new  express  bus  service,  increasing  service  frequencies,  and 
introducing  four  new  services  with  high  quality  connections  to  downtown,  BART,  and  Cal  Train.  Ms. 
Bohee  reported  that  the  Transportation  Plan  does  involve  a  bridge  over  Yosemite  Slough.  Mr. 
Burton  stated  that  the  idea  behind  the  bridge  is  that  it  would  be  used  by  transit,  the  Bus  Rapid 
Transit  (BRT)  system,  and  on  game  night  by  automobiles.  It  was  explained  that  BRT  is  when  a  bus 
is  in  its  own  lane  (express  bus)  and  has  priority  at  signals. 
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Roadway  Improvements:  Mr.  Burton  reported  that  the  Transportation  Plan  can't  be  just  mindful  of 
the  project  itself  and  has  to  consider  transit  and  roadway  improvements  to  serve  other  development 
projects  in  the  area,  such  as  Executive  Park,  Brisbane  Baylands  Projects  and  others.  It  was 
explained  that  the  Transportation  Plan  would  construct  the  recommended  alternative  from  the 
Bayview  Transportation  Improvement  Plan  Study,  do  major  access  improvements,  as  well  as  other 
roadway  improvements. 

Game  Day  Transit  Service:  Palou  Street  would  be  a  transit  only  street  and  automobiles  will  not  be 
allowed  on  the  street  during  pre-  and  post-game  conditions  so  this  will  be  the  primary  way  to  get 
charter  and  MUNI  buses  in  and  out  of  the  site.  The  BRT  system  will  be  operational  on  Game  Day 
in  its  own  exclusive  lane.  There  will  be  four  exclusive  dedicated  transit  only  lanes  on  Game  Day- 
two  more  than  there  are  today.  Private  automobiles  would  arrive  on  many  of  the  current  routes 
existing  today.  Some  neighborhood  streets  would  be  restricted  to  traffic.  Commissioner  Martin 
asked  that  the  transit  route  diagram  include  what  streets  would  not  be  available  to  autos. 

Public  Comment 

Mr.  King  stated  that  he  does  not  approve  of  always  finding  methods  to  charge  people  to  prevent  them  from 
doing  something  that  they  are  going  to  do  anyway  so  that  quality  of  life  would  be  more  expensive  in  an 
already  expensive  city.  Mr.  King  opposed  the  idea  of  charging  people  for  parking  spaces  and  always  trying 
to  figure  out  how  to  make  things  work  by  making  it  cost  more.  It  was  suggested  that  alternatives  to  these 
methods  should  always  be  considered.  Mr.  King  stated  that  environmentalism  should  not  be  so  expensive 
that  ordinary  people  would  not  be  able  to  participate.  Car  sharing  was  recommended  as  a  viable  idea.  Mr. 
King  also  felt  that  the  transportation  plan  is  not  integrated  enough  to  allow  people  from  outside  the  new 
enclave  to  participate.  It  was  suggested  that  additional  transportation  routes  be  established  so  that  people 
who  live  on  top  of  the  hill  could  access  the  shipyard  to  do  their  shopping  and  other  activities.  Mr.  King 
requested  more  input  into  the  non-stadium  alternative  and  reported  that  the  Bayview  community  has  not 
bought  into  the  stadium  alternative. 

Mr.  Strassner  recommended  that  the  Safeway  convenience  retail  site  be  located  within  walking  distance  to 
the  maximum  number  of  people.  It  was  stated  that  if  the  Safeway  were  right  next  to  a  bus  stop,  you  would 
have  a  lot  more  people  walking  there  and  you  would  not  need  the  parking.  Mr.  Strassner  indicated  that  the 
development  may  have  more  parking  allocated  than  is  necessary  and  discussed  legal  requirements.  Ms. 
Bohee  explained  that  convenience  retail  in  the  neighborhoods  is  the  next  layer  of  the  land  planning 
exercise.  Mr.  Strassner  also  expressed  his  support  for  charging  people  for  parking  as  much  as  possible. 

Mr.  Saul  Bloom  stated  that  he  is  (1)  confused  about  what  the  aggregate  total  of  the  project  is  and  what  the 
impacts  might  be;  (2)  concerned  that  there  are  not  enough  alternatives  offered;  e.g.,  the  bridge  alternative 
has  been  offered,  but  there  are  no  other  alternatives;  and  (3)  concerned  that  Palou  has  been  chosen  as  a 
major  transit  route  because  it  is  a  largely  residential  street  with  a  lot  of  traffic,  and  there  are  largely 
industrial  streets  that  could  better  serve  this  purpose.  It  was  stated  ARC  Ecology  is  hiring  a  transportation 
person  to  look  at  issues  surrounding  the  transportation  plan.  Mr.  Bloom  stated  that  as  a  Bayview  resident 
and  from  discussions  with  the  community,  there  is  overall  concern  about  how  the  City  is  presenting  this 
information  to  the  public  and  sustainability  of  the  plan.  It  was  suggested  that  people  should  understand 
how  you  got  from  A  to  B  looking  at  the  different  alternatives.  It  was  reported  that  the  public  dialogue  around 
the  EIR  process  is  going  to  be  fairly  heated,  and  it  would  be  better  to  look  at  alternatives  at  this  point  to  get 
some  of  the  issues  out  of  the  way  before  the  EIR  process  begins. 

Mr.  Howard  Wong  indicated  that  the  way  the  project  is  presented  using  color  to  emphasize  the  new 
development  does  not  give  him  a  sense  that  this  is  integrating  into  the  entire  City.  He  understands  the 
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extension  of  the  street  grid  system  and  integration  of  transit,  but  there  does  not  seem  to  be  a  graphic 
representation  that  this  project  is  a  catalyst  for  the  entire  region  of  that  part  of  the  city  as  a  true 
neighborhood  with  tiers  of  activity.  There  are  small  convenience  stores,  there  are  other  groupings  of  other 
retails  and  services,  but  there  is  also  a  feeder  system  that  feeds  into  mid  size  commercial  corridors  and 
larger  commercial  districts.  He  doesn't  see  this  hierarchy  as  a  true  reality  of  a  neighborhood.  It  was  stated 
that  the  development  has  a  sense  of  a  suburban  isolated  enclave  that  doesn't  revive  the  Third  Street 
Business  corridor  and  may  weaken  other  commercial  districts  in  the  area.  It  was  recommended  that  a 
color  graphic  be  created  when  you  see  this  kind  of  interlocking,  and  an  emphasis  be  put  on  what  business 
areas  would  be  strengthened  through  transit,  art,  and  the  type  of  retail  that  would  help  existing  retail  than 
destroy  it.  Mr.  Wong  suggested  a  better  urban  design  and  city  planning  approach  to  the  presentation  and 
graphics. 

Commissioner  Martin  indicated  that  consideration  should  be  given  to  a  commitment  to  the  number  of  trees 
and  number  of  square  feet  of  landscaping  that  would  intersect  into  what  is  currently  there.  Mr.  Wong 
stated  that  it  is  important  to  show  or  identify  in  color  the  existing  commercial  hubs  and  that  there  needs  to 
be  a  better  pictorial  image  of  how  it  would  be  stitched  together.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended 
perspective  sketches  and  specific  views  to  help  visualize. 

Mr.  Steven  Chapman,  Sierra  Club,  stated  that  there  is  a  very  good  community  based  plan  for  the  Hunters 
Point  Shipyard  that  has  been  worked  on  for  five  years.  It  was  explained  that  ARC  Ecology  and  other 
community  groups  have  been  actively  involved  in  creation  of  this  plan.  Mr.  Chapman  recommended  more 
dialogue  about  alternatives  and  stated  that  there  should  be  more  openness  about  the  whole  process  and 
more  community  involvement.  It  was  explained  that  the  Sierra  Club  is  opposed  to  the  transfer  of  park  land 
for  these  proposed  new  parking  spaces  when  there  is  a  specific  charter  amendment  (Prop  C  2000) 
prohibition  for  transferring  park  land  for  non-recreational  uses.  Ms.  Bohee  discussed  Prop  G  which  allows 
open  space  for  development  based  on  specific  open  space  replacement  considerations.  Mr.  Wong  stated 
that  Prop  C  of  2000  is  a  Charter  Amendment  that  would  trump  Prop  G  which  is  not  a  Charter  amendment. 
Ms.  Bohee  stated  that  the  charter  amendment  says  that  any  proposed  changes  have  to  be  brought  to  the 
voters. 

Commissioner  Martin  spoke  in  favor  of  taking  parking  out  of  the  building  and  recommended  that  the  project 
not  include  a  mall.  It  was  stated  that  lighting  is  a  big  concern  and  should  be  a  consideration  of  the 
biologist.  Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  to  hear  more  about  transportation,  biological  diversity,  and  water 
treatment  in  future  presentations.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  for  a  schedule  of  the  biologist's  activities. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  raised  the  following  points: 

•  Suggested  that  alternatives  to  the  bridge  be  discussed  more  and  indicated  that  the  EIR  would  be  late 
for  meaningful  public  comment  and  examination  of  alternatives.  It  was  suggested  that  this  issue  be 
addressed  at  the  next  meeting. 

•  Supports  the  commitment  for  unbundled  parking  and  for  the  development  not  having  free  parking  and 
inquired  whether  a  charge  for  shoreline  access  parking  would  be  approved  and  offered  her  support  in 
this  effort.  It  was  stated  that  it  is  important  to  explain  unbundling  more  effectively  to  the  community  to 
make  people  understand  that  if  you  pay  for  your  parking  place  and  dwelling  unit  separately,  the  total 
cost  won't  be  greater. 

•  Did  not  support  the  projected  modal  split  for  game  goers  and  suggested  offering  people  who  take  public 
transit  a  place  for  a  tail  gate  party  or  picnic. 

•  Does  not  see  the  need  for  one-to-one  parking  in  the  residential  development. 
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•  Inquired  what  the  projected  car  ownership  per  household  or  per  adult/person  is.  Suggested  stating 
goals  for  reducing  car  ownership  per  capita. 

•  Requested  a  visual  on  how  the  retail  is  going  to  appear  in  the  plan  and  recommendations  on  how  the 
concept  would  be  implemented;  that  if  you  want  a  transit-oriented  development  you  have  to  cluster  your 
neighborhood  development  around  transit  and  retail  hubs  so  people  can  easily  go  grocery  shopping,  for 
example,  without  a  car.  Clustering  housing  around  a  retail  hub  should  be  shown  in  the  diagram. 

•  Requested  that  the  no  stadium  alternative  be  fleshed  out  better  and  a  serious  examination  be  done  on 
the  alternatives  to  the  bridge. 

•  Requested  that  there  be  less  emphasis  on  connecting  the  two  neighborhoods  to  each  other.  Is  it 
necessary  for  people  to  get  across  this  water  feature  or  can  we  provide  a  way  to  get  around  it  that  may 
take  a  few  minutes  more? 

•  Additional  discussion  on  different  diagrams  that  were  shown  of  the  bridge  cutting  across  the  narrowest 
part  of  the  slough  as  opposed  to  this  one  here  where  it  would  be  a  more  major  engineering  project. 

•  Discussion  on  how  the  habitat  loss  would  be  mitigated  for  the  burrowing  owl,  other  raptors,  and  how 
biodiversity  is  going  to  be  carried  out. 

5.  Announcements  (Discussion).  Mr.  Saul  Bloom  announced  that  on  May  8,  6:00  p.m.,  at  the 
Community  Window  on  the  Shipyard,  there  would  be  a  workshop  on  the  proposed  plan,  Parcel  B,  and  a 
discussion  would  be  held  on  early  transfer. 

6.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items  (Discussion).  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  whether  there 
would  be  a  follow  up  to  her  statement  regarding  a  future  framework  to  work  on  in  addition  to  the  Urban 
Environmental  Accords.  Report  on  status  of  Yerba  Buena  Island  Habitat  Management  Plan. 

7.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

8.  Adjournment:  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:20  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting.asp?id=61 005, 
(3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  41 5-355- 
3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish(a)sfqov.orq  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  Explanatory  documents  that  are  received 
after  posting  of  this  agenda  are  available  on  the  website  or  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  the  contact  information  listed 
above. 
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*RESCHEDULED  MEETING 
APPROVED  MINUTES 
Monday,  April  21,  2008,  5:00  P.M. 

City  Hall,  Room  421  PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

"The  Monday,  April  14,  2008,  5:00  p.m.  Regular  Meeting  has  been  rescheduled  to  Monday,  April  21, 
2008,  at  5:00  p.m. 

COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 


Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:09  p.m.  Present:  Chair 
Wald,  Commissioners  Gravanis  and  Martin. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  March  17,  2008  Policy  Committee  Rescheduled  Meeting  (Discussion 
and  Action).  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  Martin,  the 
meeting  minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Minutes  of  the 

March  17,  2008  Policy  Committee  Meeting  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  page.asp?id=78029). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Hunters  Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point  Sustainability  Plan  (Informational  Presentation  and 
Discussion). 

SPONSORS:  Commissioner  Johanna  Wald  and  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 

SPEAKERS:  Ms.  Jean  Rogers,  Principal,  ARUP; 
Ms.  Tiffany  Bohee,  Project  Manager,  Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  and  Workforce  Development 

Ms.  Tiffany  Bohee  reported  that  the  presentation  to  the  Policy  Committee  in  February  on  the  Hunters 
Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point  Sustainability  Plan  was  an  introduction  to  the  approach.  Since 
February  Lennar  and  ARUP  have  conducted  additional  analysis  on  the  approach,  and  ARUP  has 
focused  on  waste,  water,  and  energy,  and  Mr.  Bill  Burton,  DMJM  Harris,  has  focused  on  the 
transportation  section  of  the  Plan.  It  was  explained  that  four  workshops  were  held  in  the  Bayview 
community  to  discuss  the  Land  Use  Plan  and  ongoing  discussions  are  being  held  with  the  PAC,  CAC 
and  neighborhood  groups. 

Ms.  Jean  Rogers  distributed  a  copy  of  the  draft  "Bayview  Waterfront  Project  Sustainability  at-a-Glance" 
(PDF) 

http://web1.sfQOv.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenviron^ 

df  that  includes  key  strategies  for  the  Sustainability  Plan  and  requested  feedback  from  the 
Commissioners  as  the  plan  is  continuing  to  be  developed.  It  was  explained  that  the  intention  is  to  have 
a  draft  plan  published  in  June,  a  month  for  public  comment,  and  a  final  plan  to  be  issued  in  July. 
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Ms.  Rogers  discussed  the  tailored  sustainability  approach  that  includes  incorporating  perspectives  from 
various  sustainability  frameworks,  input  from  key  stakeholders,  and  other  considerations  that  include 
community  issues  and  concerns,  meeting  AB32  and  AB  857  specifications,  SustainLane  City  rankings, 
and  specific  characteristics  of  the  site.  The  vision  is  to  develop  a  place  that  is  serving  the  needs  of  the 
residents  to  live,  recreate,  earn  a  living  wage  and  raise  a  family  in  a  safe,  affordable,  and  healthy 
environment  that  is  a  model  of  urban  sustainable  design  addressing  local  issues  and  global  challenges 
such  as  climate  change. 

Ms.  Rogers  reported  that  the  Plan  will  address  seven  focus  areas,  and  that  a  new  area  is  being 
addressed-advanced  information  communication  technology.  It  was  explained  that  advanced 
information  communication  technology  includes  smart  grids,  how  to  use  technology  to  address  impacts 
of  transportation  congestion,  building  information  systems  to  bring  about  behavioral  changes  on  utility 
use,  and  bringing  that  information  to  residents  who  need  to  understand  real  time  monitoring  of  utilities 
use.  The  focus  areas  discussed  for  this  presentation  include  resource  efficiency  and  transportation. 
Explanatory  Document:  (Presentation:  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/CoEpresentation22April.fi  Topic  areas 

discussed  included: 

•    Resource  Efficiency:  Energy — Strategies  being  analyzed  are  to  reduce  building  energy  demand, 
centralize  energy  systems  to  maximize  efficiency  and  reliability,  maximize  on-site  energy  generation 
from  renewable  sources,  and  reduce  the  energy  cost  burden  in  affordable  housing  units.  The  goal 
is  to  create  a  self-sufficient  community  with  a  clean  reliable  source  of  power.  It  was  stated  that 
since  the  last  Policy  meeting  in  February,  site  conditions  were  reviewed  to  optimize  the  use  of  PV 
(photovoltaics),  wind  turbines,  and  creating  a  central  plant  to  produce  power,  heat  and  chilled  water. 

Energy  Reduction  Strategies:  a  discussion  was  held  on  energy  reduction  strategies  that  would 
include  the  use  of  natural  ventilation,  energy  star  equipment,  reflective  paving,  high  performance 
glazing,  and  other  high  performance  techniques.  It  was  stated  that  through  good  design  and  good 
building  efficiency  measures,  demand  could  be  reduced  by  about  24%,  which  leaves  a  lot  less 
energy  that  has  to  be  supplied.  Ms.  Rogers  explained  that  solar  technologies  would  be  incorporated 
into  the  buildings  such  as  solar  hot  water  heating  and  photovoltaics.  One  of  the  challenges  is  to 
balance  renewables  with  the  demand. 

Ms.  Rogers  reported  that  wind  is  an  excellent  resource  that  would  be  incorporated  into  the 
renewables  portfolio.  Research  is  being  done  to  find  where  the  strongest  winds  are  directionally 
and  creating  a  more  detailed  mapping  to  the  land  use  plan  to  identify  which  buildings  might  be 
appropriate  for  wind  technology.  The  strategy  is  to  utilize  small  vertical  access  turbines  that  are 
integrated  into  the  buildings  rather  than  installing  a  wind  farm  on  site. 

Sustainable  energy  supply  would  be  coming  from  two  centralized  utility  plants,  one  serving  Hunters 
Point  and  one  serving  Candlestick  Point.  Sources  of  energy  would  be  from  rooftop  photovoltaics, 
solar  hot  water  heating,  and  building  integrated  wind  turbines.  The  mix  of  what  amount  would  come 
from  which  resource  is  now  being  reviewed. 

District  Energy:  Central  Plant:  Tri-generation  concept  of  combined  heat,  power  and  cooling  would 
bring  many  benefits  that  are  explained  in  the  presentation.  It  was  stated  that  there  would  be  a 
natural  gas  or  bio  gas  run  turbine  producing  power.  The  waste-heat  from  that  process  would  go  to 
heating  water  which  would  be  part  of  a  district  wide  hot-water  route  and  through  absorption  chillers, 
could  be  part  of  a  chilled  water  supply.  The  possibility  of  using  bay  water  for  a  district  wide  chilled 
water  route  that  could  be  used  to  offset  chilling  modes  would  be  reviewed.  However,  there  is  not  a 
huge  demand  for  chilling  so  it  would  be  used  more  for  the  commercial  district.  There  is  a  strong 
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demand  for  heating  and  there  would  be  excess  waste  heat  from  this  process.  Residents  would 
benefit  in  that  they  would  receive  cheaper  utilities  for  both  heat  and  power. 

Mapping  the  megawatt  demand  from  commercial  and  residential  types  of  applications  over  time  of  day 
and  determining  the  source  of  power  is  being  reviewed  at  this  time.  Commissioner  Martin  indicated 
that  the  mapping  diagram  excludes  the  stadium  and  asked  whether  examples  would  be  done  to  include 
the  stadium.  Ms.  Rogers  stated  that  they  are  primarily  focused  on  the  stadium  alternative  and  are  right 
now  figuring  out  the  best  way  to  supply  energy  to  the  stadium. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Angelo  King  asked  if  the  project's  infrastructure  would  be  paid  for  by  tax 
increment  dollars  or  by  another  method.  Ms.  Jean  Rogers  stated  that  ARUP  is  currently  working  on  the 
economics  and  reviewing  financing  options.  Ms.  Audrey  Tendell,  Lennar  reported  that  the  sustainability 
section  costs  would  depend  on  whether  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC)  or  a 
third  party  would  be  hired  to  operate  the  central  plant. 

•    Water  Strategies:  Strategies  include  reducing  demand,  using  alternative  water  sources,  treating  all 
wastewater  efficiently,  providing  a  source  of  recycled  water  for  the  Bayview  community,  and 
implementing  a  low  impact  stormwater  management  system.  It  is  believed  that  this  project  could 
stay  within  the  natural  water  budget. 

Recycled  Water  Options  include  (1 )  taking  the  wastewater  (blackwater)  from  Hunters  Point  and 
Candlestick  and  sending  it  to  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  Southeast  Water  Treatment  Control 
plant.  All  of  the  stormwater  would  be  diverted  from  the  plant;  (2)  providing  a  source  of  greywater 
recycled  water  either  through  a  SFPUC  recycled  water  plant  or  an  on-site  plant  at  Hunters  Point.  It 
would  be  the  first  community  in  San  Francisco  to  have  a  source  of  recycled  water.  Details  are 
being  reviewed  of  what  it  would  involve  and  costs  to  do  both  options. 

Low  Impact  Design  Stormwater  Opportunities:  All  neighborhood  streets  were  mapped  and  studied 
for  their  potential  for  infiltrating  stormwater,  accepting  stormwater,  and  treating  it  on  site  with  low 
energy,  low  impact  methods.  It  was  explained  that  100%  of  the  stormwater  can  be  diverted  simply 
through  integrating  low  impact  stormwater  management  best  practices. 

Resource  Efficiency  Waste:  A  review  had  been  completed  on  how  to  maximize  diversion  rates  from 
landfill  from  planning,  design,  construction  and  operations  through  an  innovative  system  "Envac" 
that  uses  vacuum  technology  for  waste  processing.  The  Department  of  the  Environment  is 
reviewing  Envac  as  well  and  it  could  be  a  fantastic  pilot  project.  Using  Envac  would  provide  a  high 
efficiency  of  collection  and  diversion  and  would  fit  in  with  the  City's  goal  of  100%  diversion. 
Construction  and  Demolition  Waste:  The  hazardous  waste  component  is  being  reviewed  in  order  to 
achieve  100%  diversion. 

Environment  and  Climate  Change:  A  review  is  being  done  in  order  to  minimize  the  carbon  footprint, 
promote  healthy  air  quality,  restore  ecosystems,  accommodate  the  effects  of  climate  change,  and  to 
protect  and  enhance  biodiversity.  It  was  stated  that  a  biologist  has  been  hired  and  additional 
information  would  be  provided  in  the  future.  It  was  reported  that  the  final  plan  would  have  a 
detailed  breakdown  of  the  carbon  sources  from  transportation  and  energy,  would  be  analyzed  on  a 
per  capita  basis,  and  compared  to  national  averages  and  San  Francisco's  goals  under  AB  32. 
Strategies  would  be  developed  to  meet  AB  32  goals. 


Public  Comment 
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Mr.  Howard  Strassner  inquired  why  San  Francisco  offices  would  need  cooling  and  asked  whether 
ground  source  heat  pumps  had  been  considered.  Ms.  Rogers  stated  that  geothermal  applications 
would  be  reviewed.  It  was  stated  that  because  the  demand  is  being  reduced  so  much,  it  makes  the 
economics  difficult  for  both  heating  and  cooling  strategies.  It  was  stated  that  because  a  minimal 
demand  is  being  considered  for  cooling,  it  may  not  make  sense.  Director  Blumenfeld  indicated  that  the 
Department  of  the  Environment  has  been  discussing  presenting  a  proposal  to  the  state  on  ground 
source  heat  pumps.  Mr.  Strassner  suggested  that  solar  be  used  as  the  only  source  of  electrical  power. 

Mr.  King  discussed  the  idea  of  reducing  the  carbon  footprint  by  attaching  LEED  certification  to 
incorporate  and  support  local  workforce  regulations.  The  concept  would  be  to  support  local 
neighborhood  objectives  in  employment  in  order  to  reduce  the  carbon  footprint.  Mr.  King  asked  Ms. 
Rogers  to  consider  an  analysis  of  how  the  carbon  footprint  would  be  reduced  based  on  the  number  of 
miles  people  are  commuting  to  work. 

•    Accessibility  and  Transportation.  Mr.  Bill  Burton,  DMJM  Harris,  reported  that  a  Draft  Transportation 
Plan  is  being  developed  and  time  has  been  spent  meeting  with  MUNI,  Sam  Trans  and  all  other 
interested  stakeholders  in  transportation.  A  discussion  was  held  on  shifting  modes  of  transportation 
from  auto  to  alternative  modes  and  using  ICT  systems  to  promote  sustainable  transit;  e.g.,  walking, 
bicycling,  car  share  and  smart  transit,  Bus  Rapid  Transit  (BRT)  routes.  Project  goals  and  principles 
were  discussed,  such  as  creating  a  self-sufficient  community  designed  to  emphasize  biking  and 
walking,  implementing  a  rigorous  Transportation  Demand  (TDM)  program,  providing  robust  transit 
service  and  options,  extending  seven  MUNI  lines  and  increasing  frequency  of  service,  introducing 
four  new  services,  and  additional  goals  were  identified  as  described  in  the  presentation  handout. 

Graphics  were  shown  on  existing  travel  behavior  by  total  person  trips  taken  by  auto,  transit,  walk 
and  bike  and  a  comparison  was  made  with  other  San  Francisco  neighborhoods.  The  majority  of 
total  person  trips  by  auto  had  been  calculated  to  be  66%.  The  project  goal  is  to  reduce  the  auto  trip 
figure  by  26%  that  would  be  accomplished  through  increasing  the  transit  trip  figure  by  19%  and 
biking  and  walking  by  7%.  TDM  goals  from  the  modal  shift  would  help  to  reduce  auto  trips  by  26% 
with  elements  that  include  carpool/vanpool,  on-site  car  sharing,  biking  and  walking,  free  shuttle 
service,  transit,  internal  trip  capture  and  site  design,  unbundled  residential  parking  spaces,  shared 
parking  for  efficiency,  preferred  parking  for  carpool  and  vanpool,  online  transit  maps,  schedules, 
and  real-time  arrival  information,  transit  centers  with  staffed  kiosks,  and  additional  strategies  as 
described  in  the  presentation  handout. 

Additional  TDM  elements  include  creating  bicycle  routes  and  signage,  maps  of  bicycle  routes, 
showers  and  locker  facilities,  and  safe  and  secure  bicycle  parking.  Internal  Trip  Capture  and  Site 
Design  would  be  implemented  so  that  people  would  not  want  to  drive  and  leave  the  site.  All  support 
services/amenities  that  are  intrinsic  and  inherent  in  daily  life  would  be  provided  on  site,  e.g., 
banking,  post  office,  grocery  etc.  and  residents  would  be  able  to  reach  these  services  via  shuttle, 
walking,  BRT,  or  biking. 

Proposed  Transportation  Plan-Transit  Improvements:  The  project  goal  is  to  shift  3700  trips  to 
transit  for  a  total  of  6700  trips  through  transit  improvements  that  are  being  discussed  with  MUNI. 
Proposed  strategies  include  extending  existing  MUNI  routes  into  the  site,  making  them  a  part  of  the 
fabric  of  the  community,  instituting  a  new  express  bus  service,  increasing  service  frequencies,  and 
introducing  four  new  services  with  high  quality  connections  to  downtown,  BART,  and  Cal  Train.  Ms. 
Bohee  reported  that  the  Transportation  Plan  does  involve  a  bridge  over  Yosemite  Slough.  Mr. 
Burton  stated  that  the  idea  behind  the  bridge  is  that  it  would  be  used  by  transit,  the  Bus  Rapid 
Transit  (BRT)  system,  and  on  game  night  by  automobiles.  It  was  explained  that  BRT  is  when  a  bus 
is  in  its  own  lane  (express  bus)  and  has  priority  at  signals. 
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Roadway  Improvements:  Mr.  Burton  reported  that  the  Transportation  Plan  can't  be  just  mindful  of 
the  project  itself  and  has  to  consider  transit  and  roadway  improvements  to  serve  other  development 
projects  in  the  area,  such  as  Executive  Park,  Brisbane  Baylands  Projects  and  others.  It  was 
explained  that  the  Transportation  Plan  would  construct  the  recommended  alternative  from  the 
Bayview  Transportation  Improvement  Plan  Study,  do  major  access  improvements,  as  well  as  other 
roadway  improvements. 

Game  Day  Transit  Service:  Palou  Street  would  be  a  transit  only  street  and  automobiles  will  not  be 
allowed  on  the  street  during  pre-  and  post-game  conditions  so  this  will  be  the  primary  way  to  get 
charter  and  MUNI  buses  in  and  out  of  the  site.  The  BRT  system  will  be  operational  on  Game  Day 
in  its  own  exclusive  lane.  There  will  be  four  exclusive  dedicated  transit  only  lanes  on  Game  Day- 
two  more  than  there  are  today.  Private  automobiles  would  arrive  on  many  of  the  current  routes 
existing  today.  Some  neighborhood  streets  would  be  restricted  to  traffic.  Commissioner  Martin 
asked  that  the  transit  route  diagram  include  what  streets  would  not  be  available  to  autos. 

Public  Comment 

Mr.  King  stated  that  he  does  not  approve  of  always  finding  methods  to  charge  people  to  prevent  them  from 
doing  something  that  they  are  going  to  do  anyway  so  that  quality  of  life  would  be  more  expensive  in  an 
already  expensive  city.  Mr.  King  opposed  the  idea  of  charging  people  for  parking  spaces  and  always  trying 
to  figure  out  how  to  make  things  work  by  making  it  cost  more.  It  was  suggested  that  alternatives  to  these 
methods  should  always  be  considered.  Mr.  King  stated  that  environmentalism  should  not  be  so  expensive 
that  ordinary  people  would  not  be  able  to  participate.  Car  sharing  was  recommended  as  a  viable  idea.  Mr. 
King  also  felt  that  the  transportation  plan  is  not  integrated  enough  to  allow  people  from  outside  the  new 
enclave  to  participate.  It  was  suggested  that  additional  transportation  routes  be  established  so  that  people 
who  live  on  top  of  the  hill  could  access  the  shipyard  to  do  their  shopping  and  other  activities.  Mr.  King 
requested  more  input  into  the  non-stadium  alternative  and  reported  that  the  Bayview  community  has  not 
bought  into  the  stadium  alternative. 

Mr.  Strassner  recommended  that  the  Safeway  convenience  retail  site  be  located  within  walking  distance  to 
the  maximum  number  of  people.  It  was  stated  that  if  the  Safeway  were  right  next  to  a  bus  stop,  you  would 
have  a  lot  more  people  walking  there  and  you  would  not  need  the  parking.  Mr.  Strassner  indicated  that  the 
development  may  have  more  parking  allocated  than  is  necessary  and  discussed  legal  requirements.  Ms. 
Bohee  explained  that  convenience  retail  in  the  neighborhoods  is  the  next  layer  of  the  land  planning 
exercise.  Mr.  Strassner  also  expressed  his  support  for  charging  people  for  parking  as  much  as  possible. 

Mr.  Saul  Bloom  stated  that  he  is  (1)  confused  about  what  the  aggregate  total  of  the  project  is  and  what  the 
impacts  might  be;  (2)  concerned  that  there  are  not  enough  alternatives  offered;  e.g.,  the  bridge  alternative 
has  been  offered,  but  there  are  no  other  alternatives;  and  (3)  concerned  that  Palou  has  been  chosen  as  a 
major  transit  route  because  it  is  a  largely  residential  street  with  a  lot  of  traffic,  and  there  are  largely 
industrial  streets  that  could  better  serve  this  purpose.  It  was  stated  ARC  Ecology  is  hiring  a  transportation 
person  to  look  at  issues  surrounding  the  transportation  plan.   Mr.  Bloom  stated  that  as  a  Bayview  resident 
and  from  discussions  with  the  community,  there  is  overall  concern  about  how  the  City  is  presenting  this 
information  to  the  public  and  sustainability  of  the  plan.  It  was  suggested  that  people  should  understand 
how  you  got  from  A  to  B  looking  at  the  different  alternatives.  It  was  reported  that  the  public  dialogue  around 
the  EIR  process  is  going  to  be  fairly  heated,  and  it  would  be  better  to  look  at  alternatives  at  this  point  to  get 
some  of  the  issues  out  of  the  way  before  the  EIR  process  begins. 

Mr.  Howard  Wong  indicated  that  the  way  the  project  is  presented  using  color  to  emphasize  the  new 
development  does  not  give  him  a  sense  that  this  is  integrating  into  the  entire  City.  He  understands  the 
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extension  of  the  street  grid  system  and  integration  of  transit,  but  there  does  not  seem  to  be  a  graphic 
representation  that  this  project  is  a  catalyst  for  the  entire  region  of  that  part  of  the  city  as  a  true 
neighborhood  with  tiers  of  activity.  There  are  small  convenience  stores,  there  are  other  groupings  of  other 
retails  and  services,  but  there  is  also  a  feeder  system  that  feeds  into  mid  size  commercial  corridors  and 
larger  commercial  districts.  He  doesn't  see  this  hierarchy  as  a  true  reality  of  a  neighborhood.  It  was  stated 
that  the  development  has  a  sense  of  a  suburban  isolated  enclave  that  doesn't  revive  the  Third  Street 
Business  corridor  and  may  weaken  other  commercial  districts  in  the  area.  It  was  recommended  that  a 
color  graphic  be  created  when  you  see  this  kind  of  interlocking,  and  an  emphasis  be  put  on  what  business 
areas  would  be  strengthened  through  transit,  art,  and  the  type  of  retail  that  would  help  existing  retail  than 
destroy  it.  Mr.  Wong  suggested  a  better  urban  design  and  city  planning  approach  to  the  presentation  and 
graphics. 

Commissioner  Martin  indicated  that  consideration  should  be  given  to  a  commitment  to  the  number  of  trees 
and  number  of  square  feet  of  landscaping  that  would  intersect  into  what  is  currently  there.  Mr.  Wong 
stated  that  it  is  important  to  show  or  identify  in  color  the  existing  commercial  hubs  and  that  there  needs  to 
be  a  better  pictorial  image  of  how  it  would  be  stitched  together.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended 
perspective  sketches  and  specific  views  to  help  visualize. 

Mr.  Steven  Chapman,  Sierra  Club,  stated  that  there  is  a  very  good  community  based  plan  for  the  Hunters 
Point  Shipyard  that  has  been  worked  on  for  five  years.  It  was  explained  that  ARC  Ecology  and  other 
community  groups  have  been  actively  involved  in  creation  of  this  plan.  Mr.  Chapman  recommended  more 
dialogue  about  alternatives  and  stated  that  there  should  be  more  openness  about  the  whole  process  and 
more  community  involvement.  It  was  explained  that  the  Sierra  Club  is  opposed  to  the  transfer  of  park  land 
for  these  proposed  new  parking  spaces  when  there  is  a  specific  charter  amendment  (Prop  C  2000) 
prohibition  for  transferring  park  land  for  non-recreational  uses.  Ms.  Bohee  discussed  Prop  G  which  allows 
open  space  for  development  based  on  specific  open  space  replacement  considerations.  Mr.  Wong  stated 
that  Prop  C  of  2000  is  a  Charter  Amendment  that  would  trump  Prop  G  which  is  not  a  Charter  amendment. 
Ms.  Bohee  stated  that  the  charter  amendment  says  that  any  proposed  changes  have  to  be  brought  to  the 
voters. 

Commissioner  Martin  spoke  in  favor  of  unbundling  parking  from  residential  units  and  questioned  the  format 
of  the  large-scale  retail  at  the  south  end  of  the  project,  recommending  that  the  project  not  include  a 
conventional  destination  shopping  mall.  It  was  stated  that  lighting  is  a  big  concern  and  should  be  a 
consideration  of  the  biologist.  Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  to  hear  more  about  transportation,  biological 
diversity,  and  water  treatment  in  future  presentations.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  for  a  schedule  of  the 
biologist's  activities.  Commissioner  Gravanis  raised  the  following  points: 

•  Suggested  that  alternatives  to  the  bridge  be  discussed  more  and  indicated  that  the  EIR  would  be  late 
for  meaningful  public  comment  and  examination  of  alternatives.  It  was  suggested  that  this  issue  be 
addressed  at  the  next  meeting. 

•  Supports  the  commitment  for  unbundled  parking  and  for  the  development  not  having  free  parking  and 
inquired  whether  a  charge  for  shoreline  access  parking  would  be  approved  and  offered  her  support  in 
this  effort.  It  was  stated  that  it  is  important  to  explain  unbundling  more  effectively  to  the  community  to 
make  people  understand  that  if  you  pay  for  your  parking  place  and  dwelling  unit  separately,  the  total 
cost  won't  be  greater. 

•  Did  not  support  the  projected  modal  split  for  game  goers  and  suggested  offering  people  who  take  public 
transit  a  place  for  a  tailgate  party  or  picnic. 
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•  Does  not  see  the  need  for  one-to-one  parking  in  the  residential  development. 

•  Inquired  what  the  projected  car  ownership  per  household  or  per  adult/person  is.  Suggested  stating 
goals  for  reducing  car  ownership  per  capita. 

•  Requested  a  visual  on  how  the  retail  is  going  to  appear  in  the  plan  and  recommendations  on  how  the 
concept  would  be  implemented;  that  if  you  want  a  transit-oriented  development  you  have  to  cluster  your 
neighborhood  development  around  transit  and  retail  hubs  so  people  can  easily  go  grocery  shopping,  for 
example,  without  a  car.  Clustering  housing  around  a  retail  hub  should  be  shown  in  the  diagram. 

•  Requested  that  the  no  stadium  alternative  be  fleshed  out  better  and  a  serious  examination  be  done  on 
the  alternatives  to  the  bridge. 

•  Requested  that  there  be  less  emphasis  on  connecting  the  two  neighborhoods  to  each  other.  Is  it 
necessary  for  people  to  get  across  this  water  feature  or  can  we  provide  a  way  to  get  around  it  that  may 
take  a  few  minutes  more? 

•  Additional  discussion  on  different  diagrams  that  were  shown  of  the  bridge  cutting  across  the  narrowest 
part  of  the  slough  as  opposed  to  this  one  here  where  it  would  be  a  more  major  engineering  project. 

•  Discussion  on  how  the  habitat  loss  would  be  mitigated  for  the  burrowing  owl,  other  raptors,  and  how 
biodiversity  is  going  to  be  carried  out. 

5.  Announcements  (Discussion).  Mr.  Saul  Bloom  announced  that  on  May  8,  6:00  p.m.,  at  the 
Community  Window  on  the  Shipyard,  there  would  be  a  workshop  on  the  proposed  plan,  Parcel  B,  and  a 
discussion  would  be  held  on  early  transfer. 

6.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items  (Discussion).  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  whether  there 
would  be  a  follow  up  to  her  statement  regarding  a  future  framework  to  work  on  in  addition  to  the  Urban 
Environmental  Accords.  Report  on  status  of  Yerba  Buena  Island  Habitat  Management  Plan. 

7.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

8.  Adjournment:  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:20  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting.asp?id=61005, 
(3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355- 
3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish(a)sfqov.orq  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  Explanatory  documents  that  are  received 
after  posting  of  this  agenda  are  available  on  the  website  or  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  the  contact  information  listed 
above. 


Approved:  May  12,  2008 
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NOTICE  OF  REGULAR  MEETING  AND  AGENDADOCUMENTS  DEPT 
1 11  Monday,  May  12,  2008,  5:00  P.M. 

City  Hall,  Room  421  MAY  Q  8  2008 

info  s  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102  SAN  FRANCISCO 

PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice  Chair),  Jane 
yiarieFrancis  Martin 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  April  21,  2008  Policy  Committee  Rescheduled  Meeting  (Discussion 
and  Action)  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Minutes  of  the  April  21 ,  2008  Policy  Committee  Meeting 

http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id-80226). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

4.  Resolution  supporting  the  evaluation  of  congestion  pricing  through  the  Mobility,  Access,  and 
Pricing  Study  and  utilization  of  the  San  Francisco  Urban  Partnership  grant  to  develop 
environmentally  beneficial  congestion  management  programs  (Discussion  and  Action).  Approval 
of  Draft  Resolution  for  recommendation  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment.  (Explanatory 
Document:  Draft  Resolution  File  2008-1 3-COE  (Word) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/ResFile2008-13-COEConqestionPricinqDraft 

SPONSOR:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis 
SPEAKER:  Zabe  Bent,  Principal  Transportation  Planner,  San  Francisco  Country  Transportation  Authority 

5.  Urban  Environmental  Accord  Action  19:  Adopt  and  implement  policies  to  reduce  water 
consumption  by  ten  percent  by  2015.  Draft  Resolution  Supporting  Water  Conservation  in  San 
Francisco  Apartments  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action).  Consideration  of  recommendation  of  Draft 
Resolution  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  to  support  proposed  legislation  to  encourage  water 
conservation  in  San  Francisco  apartments  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Resolution  File  2008-1 4-COE 

(Word)  http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/ResFile2008-14- 
CQEDRAFTWaterConservation.doc). 

SPONSOR:  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 
SPEAKER:  Dana  Haasz,  Water  Conservation  Administrator,  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission 

6.  Urban  Environmental  Accord  Action  16:  Every  year,  identify  one  product,  chemical,  or  compound 
that  is  used  within  the  city  that  represents  the  greatest  risk  to  human  health  and  adopt  a  law  and 
provide  incentives  to  reduce  or  eliminate  its  use  by  the  municipal  government.  Consideration  of  and 
vote  to  approve  staff's  selection  of  two  products  for  recommendation  to  the  Commission  (1 ) 
Disinfectants-Action:  Minimize  use  generally,  and  reduce  use  of  products  containing  asthma  triggers 
and  (2)  Bisphenol-A  containing  plastics  in  baby  bottles;  Action:  Prohibit  use  in  City  hospitals. 
(Discussion  and  Action). 

SPONSOR:  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 
DEPARTMENT  STAFF  SPEAKERS:  Chris  Geiger,  Ph.D.  Green  Purchasing  and  Integrated  Pest 
Management  Programs  and  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager 


7.  Announcements  (Discussion). 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items  (Discussion). 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

10.  Adjournment 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting. asp?id=61 005. 
(3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355- 
3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish(S)sfqov.orq  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  Explanatory  documents  that  are  received 
after  posting  of  this  agenda  are  available  on  the  website  or  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  the  contact  information  listed 
above. 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 

Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 

may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 

by  the  public  will  exceed  1 5  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 

applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 

to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  S 
Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the 
Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and 
the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI 
accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Aveni 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall  b 
4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meetir 
a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to 
make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call  | 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Jr.,  Sunshine  Task  Force 
Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724; 
Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf@sfqov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine 
Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfqov.org. 


Steel 


Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 


idividuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
rancisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity, 
i  or  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
rancisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112;  web  site  atwww.sfgov.org/ethics. 

Important  Information 

"he  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
idvised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
>ager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

JOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin,  written  comments 
egarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the 
ittention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  1 1  Grove 
Hreet,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which  cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission 
iecretary  by  that  time  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above. 

Vhen  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree-free 
taper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary  and  the  public. 


>osted:  May  8,  2008 


FILE  NO.  2008-1 3-COE 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


1  [2008  Congestion  Pricing] 
2 

3  Resolution  supporting  the  evaluation  of  congestion  pricing  through  the  Mobility, 

4  Access,  and  Pricing  Study  and  utilization  of  the  San  Francisco  Urban  Partnership  grant 

5  to  develop  environmentally  beneficial  congestion  management  programs. 

6  WHEREAS,  The  2004  San  Francisco  Climate  Action  Plan  calls  for  a  20%  reduction, 

7  from  1990  levels,  in  greenhouse  gas  emissions  by  2012;  and 

8  WHEREAS,  The  2004  Department  of  Environment  emissions  inventory  determined  that 

9  mobile  source  emissions  account  for  approximately  50%  of  eC02,  and  over  45%  from  private 

10  automobiles,  in  San  Francisco;  and 

1 1  WHEREAS,  Emissions  from  private  automobiles  can  be  even  greater  in  congested 

12  traffic  than  in  non-congested  traffic,  further  degrading  the  City's  air  quality  and  increasing  its 

1 3  contribution  to  climate  change;  and 

14  WHEREAS,  Traffic  congestion  severely  impacts  San  Francisco's  transit  network  in 

1 5  those  places  where  transit  vehicles  must  share  the  streets  with  autos;  and 

1 6  WHEREAS,  San  Francisco  is  a  Transit  First  city  that  aims  to  reduce  automobile  use 

1 7  and  promote  the  use  of  transit,  carpooling,  cycling  and  walking;  and 

1 8  WHEREAS,  Over  60%  of  streets  in  Downtown,  Civic  Center  and  SOMA  operate  below 

1 9  8  mph  for  transit;  and 

20  WHEREAS,  International  congestion  pricing  programs  have  been  successful  at 

21  achieving  goals  of  reduced  environmental  impact;  and 

22  WHEREAS,  congestion  pricing  programs  in  London,  Stockholm  and  other  cities  have 

23  demonstrated  a  reduction  in  vehicle  emissions  ranging  between  10%  and  20%;  and 
24 

25 


Commission  on  the  Environment 


FILE  NO.  2008-1 3-COE 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


1  WHEREAS,  The  2004  Countywide  Transportation  Plan  calls  for  a  feasibility  study  and 

2  potential  implementation  of  congestion  pricing  in  San  Francisco;  and 

lllilf|jffl 

3  WHEREAS,  The  2004  Climate  Action  Plan  calls  for  implementation  of  congestion 

4  pricing  in  San  Francisco;  and 

5  WHEREAS,  Employing  a  sensible  congestion  pricing  plan  will  help  reduce  the  negative 

6  impacts  of  our  transportation  system  on  the  environment,  provided  that: 
•   it  results  in  reducing  vehicle  miles  traveled  by  private  automobile; 

8  £    it  generates  sufficient  revenue  to  provide  enough  transit  service  to  encourage  and 

9  accommodate  a  modal  shift,  and  it  maximizes  funding  for  alternatives  to  driving; 

1 0  •    reduced  traffic  and  smoother  flows  during  peak  times  do  not  reinforce  the 

1 1  perception  for  those  who  can  afford  it  that  automobiles  are  and  will  continue  to  be 

1 2  the  preferred  transportation  mode; 

13  •   the  focus  on  managing  congestion  does  not  inadvertently  convey  the  message  that 

1 4  automobile  use  is  a  sustainable  form  of  transportation  as  long  as  it  is  done  under 

1 5  non-congested  conditions; 

1 6  «   the  planning  process  includes  an  evaluation  of  the  advantages  and  disadvantages 

1 7  of  exempting  ride-share  and  clean-fuel  vehicles; 

1 8  •   environmental  justice  and  economic  equity  implications  are  fully  addressed 

1 9  •   the  effort  to  manage  congestion  does  not  detract  from  efforts  to  reduce  automobile 
use  and  automobile  ownership,  which  have  more  serious  impacts  on  climate 

21  change  than  does  congestion;  and 

22 

23  WHEREAS,  In  August  of  2007  San  Francisco  was  awarded  a  $1 58  million  United 

24  States  Department  of  Transportation  Urban  Partnership  grant  to  demonstrate  the  potential  for 

25  congestion  pricing  in  the  Doyle  Drive  corridor;  and 


Commission  on  the  Environment 


FILE  NO.  2008-13-COE 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


1  WHEREAS,  the  Doyle  Drive  Value  Pricing  Program  will  demonstrate  proactive 

2  congestion  management  that  includes  variable  pricing  of  road  use  and  parking  in  downtown 

3  San  Francisco,  transit  and  ferry  investment,  and  technology  enhancements  within  the  Doyle 

4  Drive/101  corridor;  and 

5  WHEREAS,  In  2004  the  San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority  received  an 

6  award  from  the  US  Department  of  Transportation's  Value  Pricing  Pilot  Program  to  evaluate 

7  the  feasibility  of  implementing  a  comprehensive  congestion  pricing  program  to  improve 

8  mobility  and  quality  of  life  in  San  Francisco  through  the  Mobility,  Access  and  Pricing  Study; 

10  WHEREAS,  The  Mobility,  Access,  and  Pricing  Study  is  evaluating  the  benefits  and 

1 1  impacts  of  a  potential  congestion  pricing  program  in  the  most  congested  areas  of  San 

12  Francisco,  and  will  be  a  key  step  in  assessing  whether  and  how  best  to  implement  congestion 

13  pricing  in  San  Francisco;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

14  RESOLVED,  That  the  San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment  supports  the 

15  evaluation  of  congestion  pricing  through  the  Mobility,  Access,  and  Pricing  Study,  and  be  it 

1 6  further 

1 7  RESOLVED,  That  the  Commission  supports  the  utilization  of  the  San  Francisco  Urban 

1 8  Partnership  grant  to  develop  environmentally  beneficial  congestion  management  programs, 

19  including;  the  Doyle  Drive  Value  Pricing  Program  and  supportive  traffic  management:  transit 

20  priority  programs,  including  signal  pre-emption;  improved  availability  of  transit  information 

21  through  the  51 1  system;  advancement  of  Bus  Rapid  Transit  projects;  parking  management 

22  and  reduction  projects;  and  the  expansion  of  telecommuting  programs;  and  be  it  further 

23  RESOLVED,  That  the  Commission  looks  forward  to  reviewing  draft  congestion 

24  management  pricing  plans  prior  to  implementation. 
25 


Commission  on  the  Environment 


FILE  NO.  2008-13-COE 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


1 


Commission  on  the  Environment 


FILE  NO.  2008-14-COE 


RESOLUTION  NO. 

XXX  XX,  2008 


1  [Supporting  Water  Conservation  in  San  Francisco  Apartments.] 
2 

3  Resolution  supporting  proposed  legislation  to  encourage  water  conservation  in  San 

4  Francisco  apartments. 

5  WHEREAS,  Water  is  an  essential  natural  resource,  and  worldwide  1.1  billion  people — 

6  approximately  one  in  six  people  on  earth — lack  access  to  an  improved  water  supply;  and 

7  WHEREAS,  Less  than  1  %  of  the  world's  fresh  water  (or  about  0.007%  of  all  water  on 

8  earth)  is  readily  accessible  for  direct  human  use;  and 

9  WHEREAS,  The  average  American  individual  uses  1 00  to  1 76  gallons  of  water  at 

10  home  each  day,  while  the  average  African  family  uses  about  5  gallons  of  water  each  day;  and 

1 1  WHEREAS,  It  is  responsibility  of  all  people  to  conserve  water,  across  all  sectors  of  the 

12  population  and  the  economy:  municipal,  residential,  and  commercial;  and 

13  WHEREAS,  Landlords  in  San  Francisco,  as  elsewhere,  have  the  responsibility  to 

14  ensure  that  rental  apartments  are  water  efficient,  including  low  flow  toilets  and  showers,  fully 

15  functional  plumbing,  and  other  conservation  methods  as  available;  and 

16  WHEREAS,  All  San  Francisco  residents,  both  homeowners  and  renters,  are  equally 

1 7  responsible  for  amount  of  water  they  consume;  and 

18  WHEREAS,  The  proposed  Ordinance  amending  the  San  Francisco  Administrative 

19  Code  to  encourage  water  conservation  establishes  financial  incentives  for  both  landlord  and 

20  tenant  to  conserve  water  by  authorizing  landlords  to  pass  through  to  tenants  a  portion  of 

21  increased  water  bill  charges;  now  therefore  be  it 

22  RESOLVED,  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  supports  in  spirit  and  principle  the 

23  proposed  Ordinance  amending  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  to  encourage  water 

24  conservation. 
25 
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Page  1 


1  I  hereby  certify  that  this  Resolution  was  adopted  at  the  Commission  on  the 

2  Environment's  Meeting  on  XXX  XX,  2008. 
3 
4 


8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 
5  VOTE: 


6  Ayes: 
Noes: 

7  Absent: 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
POLICY  COMMITTEE 


REGULAR  MEETING 
DRAFT  MINUTES 


DOCUMENTS  DEFT, 


1.7/ 


Monday,  May  12,  2008,  5:00  P.M. 


MAY  2  9  2C03 


City  Hall,  Room  421 


One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY- 


COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
\/larieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:03  p.m.  Present:  Chair 
Wald  and  Vice-Chair  Gravanis;  Excused:  Commissioner  Martin. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  April  21,  2008  Policy  Committee  Rescheduled  Meeting  (Discussion 
and  Action).  Commission  Secretary  Monica  Fish  announced  that  Commissioner  Martin  had  requested 
a  revision  to  the  wording  on  one  of  her  recommendations  to  read  "Commissioner  Martin  spoke  in  favor 
of  unbundling  parking  from  residential  units  and  questioned  the  format  of  the  large-scale  retail  at  the 
south  end  of  the  project,  recommending  that  the  project  not  include  a  conventional  destination  shopping 
mall."  Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  second  by  Chair  Wald,  the  April  21 ,  2008  Meeting 
Minutes  were  approved  with  the  amendment  as  noted  (Absent:  Commissioner  Martin)  (Explanatory 
Document:  Approved  Minutes  of  the  April  21,  2008  Policy  Committee  Meeting 

http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  page.asp?id=80226). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

Item  6  was  heard  before  Item  4. 

4.  Resolution  supporting  the  evaluation  of  congestion  pricing  through  the  Mobility,  Access,  and 
Pricing  Study  and  utilization  of  the  San  Francisco  Urban  Partnership  grant  to  develop 
environmentally  beneficial  congestion  management  programs.  Approval  of  Draft  Resolution  for 
recommendation  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment.  (Discussion  and  Action)  (Explanatory 
Document:  Draft  Resolution  File  2008-1 3-COE  (Word) 

http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenv 

SPONSOR:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis 
SPEAKER:  Zabe  Bent,  Principal  Transportation  Planner,  San  Francisco  Country  Transportation  Authority 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  reported  that  the  Commission  had  been  asked  by  the  San  Francisco  County 
Transportation  Authority  (SFCTA)  to  consider  a  Resolution  endorsing  congestion  pricing  programs. 
Ms.  Zabe  Bent  from  SFCTA  was  introduced,  and  it  was  reported  that  Ms.  Tilly  Chang,  SFCTA  had 
previously  presented  to  the  Committee  several  months  ago. 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 


Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 
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Ms.  Zabe  Bent  reported  that  the  SFCTA  is  conducting  two  different  efforts  on  the  congestion  pricing 
initiatives.  One  focus  is  to  look  at  improving  congestion  within  the  Doyle  Drive  and  Golden  Gate  Bridge 
corridors  and  the  other  focus  is  on  the  Mobility  Access  and  Pricing  Study,  which  is  looking  at  whether  to 
develop  a  Congestion  Pricing  Program  for  San  Francisco.  The  idea  is  to  determine  whether  or  not 
congestion  pricing  is  right  for  San  Francisco,  what  shape  it  might  have,  what  the  price  points  might  be, 
what  the  necessary  improvements  to  the  overall  transportation  network  should  be,  and  what  would 
need  to  occur  in  order  to  support  a  congestion  pricing  program.  It  was  stated  that  a  baseline  analysis 
has  been  completed  to  identify  how  congestion  pricing  impacts  San  Francisco  and  the  region  today. 

Ms.  Bent  reported  that  the  SFCTA  is  moving  forward  with  developing  two  different  scenarios,  one 
focusing  on  a  particular  area  in  San  Francisco  that  is  the  most  congested,  which  is  Downtown  South  of 
Market  and  Civic  Center,  and  the  other  is  focusing  on  gateways  into  San  Francisco,  which  are  the 
northern  and  eastern  gateways  (the  bridge  entries),  and  the  benefits  and  impacts  to  the  southern 
gateway.  The  program  is  also  evaluating  the  different  discounts,  benefits,  and  exemptions  and  what 
the  transportation  improvements  would  be.  Ms.  Bent  reported  that  there  would  be  public  outreach 
events  scheduled  this  summer  so  there  would  be  an  opportunity  to  review  the  different  scenarios, 
determine  what  the  potential  benefits  and  impacts  might  be,  and  provide  feedback  as  to  how  the 
scenarios  should  be  adjusted.  The  public  outreach  and  technical  analysis  will  help  define  whether  or 
not  there  are  preferred  alternatives  and  identify  a  feasible  alternative.  There  will  be  additional 
community  events  in  the  fall  to  wrap  up  and  make  recommendations  on  next  steps  for  congestion 
pricing. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  asked  how  the  two  projects  would  intersect.  Ms.  Bent  explained  that  one  project  is 
the  Mobility  Access  and  Pricing  Study,  which  is  a  feasibility  study  looking  at  the  concept  of  congestion 
pricing  and  what  it  might  look  like  for  San  Francisco.  The  Urban  Partnership  Program  would  look  at  a 
particular  demonstration  project  in  order  to  demonstrate  what  the  benefits  and  impacts  of  congestion 
pricing  would  be.  The  focus  would  be  on  a  small  corridor  using  a  very  detailed  way  of  implementing 
congestion  pricing.  Pricing  impacts  and  benefits,  transit  improvements,  and  improvements  for  MUNI 
service  would  be  reviewed.  Another  form  of  congestion  pricing  that  the  Urban  Partnership  would  be 
reviewing  is  variable  ways  of  parking  that  can  help  improve  access  to  parking  and  occupancy  rates. 
Coordination  is  being  done  through  advisory  and  policy  committees  that  meet  with  the  two 
organizations  and  the  two  study  teams  to  understand  what  is  going  on.  It  is  hoped  that  the  Urban 
Partnership  Program  would  be  an  opportunity  to  see  how  congestion  pricing  might  work  on  a  broader 
scale. 

Public  Comment 

Mr.  Norman  Rolfe,  Transportation  Chair,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow,  provided  explanatory  documents 

(PDF)  http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetings/pc/supportinq/2008/SFTomorrowCorrespondence.pd  and 

brought  the  Committee's  attention  to  the  letter  to  state  legislators  and  the  attached  map  "Travel  to 
Downtown  SF"  that  shows  that  6%  of  the  trips  to  Downtown  San  Francisco  originate  from  the  North  Bay 
so  putting  this  program  in  place  is  not  going  to  relieve  congestion  to  Downtown  San  Francisco.  Mr. 
Rolfe  stated  that  the  purpose  of  the  fee  and  toll  as  proposed  by  the  SFCTA  is  not  to  relieve  congestion 
but  is  to  raise  money  to  pay  for  freeways.  It  was  explained  that  Doyle  Drive  does  need  seismic 
upgrading  and  rebuilding,  and  that  it  could  be  rebuilt  to  meet  present  day  seismic  requirements  at  a 
fraction  of  the  cost  of  what  is  proposed.  Mr.  Rolfe  recommended  implementing  congestion  pricing  as 
described  in  the  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  letter  to  members  of  the  State  Legislature  and  as  done  in 
other  cities,  on  the  perimeter  of  the  downtown  areas.  Mr.  Rolfe  urged  the  Committee  to  table  the 
Resolution  in  order  to  develop  one  that  will  be  in  accordance  with  his  proposed  recommendations  that 
the  area  would  be  the  perimeter  of  downtown,  that  all  the  money  would  go  to  fund  public  transportation, 
and  the  program  should  be  administered  by  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Transportation  Agency. 
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Mr.  Gerald  Cauthen  stated  that  congestion  pricing  worked  very  well  in  London,  Stockholm,  Rome  and 
Munich  and  explained  that  these  cities  are  using  a  cordoned  approach.  It  was  stated  that  in  San 
Francisco,  when  congestion  tends  to  extend  beyond  commute  hours,  you  could  find  heavy  congestion 
on  Van  Ness  Avenue  at  1  p.m.,  so  a  cordoned  approach  would  address  anybody  who  drives  inside  the 
congested  area  during  the  off  peak  and  peak  hours.  Mr.  Cauthen  stated  that  the  worst  congestion  is 
downtown,  and  that  there  is  no  logical  linkage  between  congestion  pricing  and  the  Doyle  Drive 
reconstruction  project.  Mr.  Cauthen  stated  that  usually  when  you  employ  congestion  pricing,  you  use 
that  money  to  improve  your  transit  system  so  people  have  an  alternative  way  of  getting  downtown.  In 
this  case,  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  District  would  be  applying  funds  to  improve  its  bus  and  ferry  boat 
systems.  Mr.  Cauthen  spoke  against  funding  for  the  Doyle  Drive  project  and  indicated  there  was  a 
cheaper  and  better  way  to  solve  the  Doyle  Drive  problem  other  than  spending  more  than  a  billion 
dollars  to  build  a  new  freeway.  (Explanatory  Document:  Public  Comment  memo  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/GeraldCauthenConqestionPricinqM 

Mr.  Howard  Strassner,  Transportation  Chair,  speaking  for  the  Sierra  Club,  spoke  against  charging  toll 
on  a  freeway  to  reduce  congestion.  It  was  stated  that  the  Commission  should  be  more  concerned  with 
reducing  driving  because  that  reduces  greenhouse  gases.  Mr.  Strassner  stated  that  the  problem  with 
this  program  is  that  once  you  are  committed  to  it,  you  have  to  keep  traffic  up  to  a  high  enough  level  so 
you  have  enough  money  to  pay  your  bonds.  Mr.  Strassner  suggested  deleting  all  references  to  Doyle 
Drive  and  to  concentrate  efforts  on  a  project  that  would  reduce  congestion  and  driving  which  would  be 
centered  in  downtown  San  Francisco.  When  you  do  it  with  a  cordon,  you  can  set  a  price  that  is  high 
enough  to  really  reduce  congestion  and  actually  reduce  driving  just  like  London  has  done  in  its 
downtown.  Then  you  would  have  more  money  to  put  into  transit,  not  into  building  more  highways  which 
would  increase  driving.  Mr.  Strassner  stated  that  congestion  management  pricing  should  be  to  try  to  get 
people  out  of  their  cars;  but  in  this  case  where  there  is  a  small  amount  of  people  coming  into  San 
Francisco  over  the  bridge,  you  are  much  better  off  with  a  cordon  with  a  set  price. 

Chair  Wald  asked  whether  there  would  be  an  exemption  for  physically  challenged  individuals.  A 
discussion  was  held  on  whether  business  and  commercial  transportation  would  receive  exemptions. 
Ms.  Bent  discussed  discounted  rates  or  a  fleet  rate  that  would  be  implemented  for  business  and 
commercial  transportation  but  there  would  still  be  a  fee  as  there  would  still  be  an  impact  on  the 
environment  and  transportation  network.  Ms.  Bent  confirmed  that  an  exemption  would  most  likely  be 
implemented  for  physically  challenged  individuals. 

Ms.  Bent  explained  that  the  Urban  Partnership  Program,  specifically  the  Doyle  Drive/Golden  Gate 
Bridge  toll,  is  focused  on  improving  congestion  in  that  corridor,  not  in  downtown.  It  was  also  explained 
that  the  cost  of  rebuilding  and  retrofitting  Doyle  Drive  is  very  similar  to  the  other  alternative  considered, 
and  this  alternative  was  decided  on  after  many  years  of  consensus  building  with  five  different  agencies 
and  through  community  and  advocacy  input. 

Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  she  is  a  resident  of  Marin  that  commutes  every  day  to  San  Francisco  by  car 
and  explained  that  the  congestion  is  not  going  into  the  City  in  the  morning-it  is  coming  home  at  night, 
when  Doyle  Drive  backs  up.  Ms.  Raphael  felt  that  with  the  congestion  pricing  limiting  the  flow  in  the 
morning,  it  would  be  Van  Ness  and  the  city  streets  that  would  be  congested,  not  Doyle  Drive.  Ms. 
Raphael  asked  if  this  program  would  help  her  commute  from  San  Francisco  to  Marin.  It  was  explained 
that  her  reason  for  driving  is  because  Golden  Gate  Transit  cut  back  on  their  routes  to  the  Civic  Center 
and  inquired  whether  this  program  would  help  in  adding  additional  direct  routes. 

Ms.  Bent  stated  that  the  whole  premise  of  the  program  on  the  transit  side  is  to  reinvest  the  funds  into 
transit  service.  An  evaluation  is  being  done  as  to  what  extent  additional  transit  service  would  be 
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provided,  which  would  depend  on  the  rate  of  the  toll.  Most  people  feel  that  the  congestion  on  Doyle 
Drive  is  predominantly  in  the  morning.  The  additional  toll  would  be  during  the  morning  and  evening 
peak  hours.  It  was  explained  that  the  Mobility  Access  and  Pricing  Study  is  looking  at  different  corridors 
to  charge  to  address  congestion  issues.  Ms.  Bent  stated  that  congestion  had  been  noticed  as  Van 
Ness  is  approached,  so  that  street  would  be  addressed  as  part  of  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  toll  and 
potentially  the  Doyle  Drive  toll  as  well. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  there  is  consensus  that  congestion  management  pricing  is  a  good 
thing,  but  there  is  controversy  about  using  the  federal  grant  for  the  Doyle  Drive  rebuild.  It  was 
recommended  that  (1 )  there  be  more  effort  in  reducing  parking  spaces  and  making  it  more  expensive  to 
park,  which  was  not  included  in  the  original  resolution;  and  (2)  not  to  just  manage  congestion,  but  to 
reduce  it.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  the  problem  with  congestion  management  pricing  is  that  the 
main  goal  is  to  reduce  congestion,  but  congestion  is  an  exacerbation  of  the  problem  and  is  not  the 
problem  itself,  which  is  traffic  and  reliance  on  the  private  automobile. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  indicated  that  she  would  be  prepared  to  move  forward  on  the  kinds  of  things  in  the 
Resolution  that  discuss  the  conditions  of  how  we  would  define  a  sensible  congestion  pricing  plan  and 
making  sure  that  those  things  are  taken  into  account  as  we  move  forward  with  the  pricing  study,  but 
would  be  reluctant  to  support  the  Doyle  Drive  Value  Pricing  Program. 

Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  second  by  Chair  Wald,  Resolution  File  2008-1 3-COE 
was  approved  with  amendments  to  delete  all  references  supporting  the  utilization  of  the  San 
Francisco  Urban  partnership  grant  to  include  the  Doyle  Drive  Value  Pricing  Program.  This 
Resolution  would  be  forwarded  with  recommendation  to  the  Commission  to  consider  at  their 
July  22,  2008  meeting  (Explanatory  Document:  Resolution  File  2008-1 3-COE  as  amended  on 
051208  (Word) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/ResFile2008-13- 
CQEConqestionPricinqDraftAmended051 208(1  ).doc). 

5.  Urban  Environmental  Accord  Action  19:  Adopt  and  implement  policies  to  reduce  water 

consumption  by  ten  percent  by  2015.  Draft  Resolution  Supporting  Water  Conservation  in  San 
Francisco  Apartments  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action).  Consideration  of  recommendation  of  Draft 
Resolution  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  to  support  proposed  legislation  to  encourage  water 
conservation  in  San  Francisco  apartments  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Resolution  File  2008-1 4-COE 

(Word)  http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/ResFile2008-14- 

coEDRAFTWaterConservation.doc.  Amendment  of  the  Whole  (Word)  as  presented  in  Committee  Meeting 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/ResFile2008-14- 
COEDraftWaterConservationAmendment2.doc). 

SPONSOR:  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 
SPEAKER:  Dana  Haasz,  Water  Conservation  Administrator,  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission 

Director  Jared  Blumenfeld  introduced  Ms.  Dana  Haasz,  an  integral  member  of  the  Green  Business 
Program  and  who  has  transformed  PUC's  water  conservation  program.  Ms.  Haasz  spoke  in  support  of 
the  Resolution  that  she  stated  enhances  the  portfolio  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission's 
(SFPUC)  existing  conservation  activities.  It  was  explained  that  the  current  program  activities  uses  a 
combination  of  education,  incentives,  and  regulation  to  target  all  of  the  PUC's  customers  with 
conservation  opportunities;  e.g.  commercial,  industrial,  residential,  single-family,  and  multi-family 
customers.  Ms.  Haasz  stated  that  this  Resolution  would  offer  the  PUC  another  opportunity  to  address 
multi-family  customers  which  is  a  more  difficult  customer  class  to  address.  It  was  reported  that  the  PUC 
is  on  track  to  meeting  the  United  Nations  goals  of  reducing  water  consumption  ten  percent  by  2015  as 
the  Commission  had  selected  an  aggressive  conservation  package,  and  this  Resolution  would  offer 
another  kind  of  tool  to  meet  those  goals. 
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Chair  Wald  reported  that  the  amended  Resolution  contains  an  additional  whereas  clause  that  expands 
the  focus  from  just  landlords  and  tenants  to  all  users  in  San  Francisco.  Director  Blumenfeld 
recommended  that  the  PUC  have  a  workshop  for  homeowners  or  renters  on  how  to  fix  their  dripping 
faucet  or  shower.  Ms.  Haasz  reported  that  the  PUC  does  respond  to  multi  family  units  when  called 
directly  and  inspectors  are  sent  out.  It  was  reported  that  the  PUC  has  a  plumber's  handbook  available 
and  stated  that  a  workshop  would  be  something  to  consider. 

Ms.  Haasz  reported  that  there  is  a  meeting  on  Friday,  May  16  to  talk  about  different  types  of  options 
and  legislative  opportunities.  It  was  explained  that  there  are  different  types  of  customers,  commercial, 
new  construction,  existing  construction,  and  the  PUC  is  trying  to  get  to  all  of  these  types  of  customers 
to  see  if  there  is  an  appropriate  ordinance  or  program  that  would  work  for  them  so  that  they  could  install 
efficient  fixtures  to  reduce  water  use.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  asked  if  there  is  an  ongoing  stakeholder 
process.  Ms.  Haasz  stated  that  part  of  the  discussion  on  Friday  would  be  to  determine  if  it  should  be 
an  ongoing  process,  and  indicated  that  environmental  stakeholders  were  invited  to  discuss  legislative 
opportunities. 

Ms.  Laura  Spanjian,  SFPUC,  reported  that  the  May  16  workshop  is  an  in-depth  legislative  effort  on 
water  conservation,  and  that  there  are  three  pieces  of  legislation  that  the  PUC  is  either  participating  in 
or  leading  the  efforts  on.  The  reason  for  bringing  the  Resolution  to  the  Policy  Committee  is  to  discuss 
one  of  the  legislative  efforts  that  is  being  called  "Sharing  the  burden  of  the  water  and  sewer  increases 
and  at  the  same  time  encouraging  water  conservation."  Ms.  Spanjian  explained  that  when  the  water 
and  sewer  rate  increases  were  passed  last  year,  one  of  the  objectives  that  is  currently  being  worked  on 
now  is  to  create  legislation  to  get  a  pass  through  from  landlords  to  tenants  of  the  increase  if  they 
replace  their  appliances  with  low-flow  appliances.  Discussions  are  being  held  with  all  stakeholders  to 
make  sure  that  the  replacement  of  appliances  requirement  would  meet  the  lowest  acceptable  efficiency 
standards  and  possibly  going  further  to  require  higher  efficiency  appliances. 

Ms.  Spanjian  stated  that  another  effort  being  worked  on  is  the  Green  Building  Ordinance  for  new 
construction.  The  requirement  would  be  that  there  doesn't  have  to  be  a  change  out  of  all  the  specific 
appliances,  but  would  require  reducing  water  usage  by  40%.  In  order  to  reach  that  goal,  you  have  to 
use  all  low-flow  appliances.  The  last  piece  is  reaching  buildings  that  are  single-family  or  multi-family 
homes  where  appliances  haven't  been  changed  out,  and  there  is  no  incentive  to  do  so.  The  idea  would 
be  a  retrofit  on  resale.  Director  Blumenfeld  discussed  the  Resource  Efficiency  Conservation  Ordinance 
(RECO)  that  the  Department  of  Environment  had  worked  on  that  contains  this  requirement.  Ms. 
Spanjian  stated  that  all  stakeholders  would  be  involved  in  putting  legislation  together  that  will  actually 
get  passed  and  is  currently  looking  at  other  jurisdictions'  efforts  for  examples.  It  was  reported  that 
another  effort  underway  is  to  update  the  Housing  Code  which  still  says  that  you  should  have  a  3.5 
gallon  toilet. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  urged  implementation  of  separate  metering  in  apartment  buildings.  Director 
Blumenfeld  suggested  researching  examples  from  other  jurisdictions  or  countries  that  have 
implemented  a  pass  through  successfully.  Ms.  Haasz  reported  on  a  national  study  that  was  done  two 
years  ago,  but  is  the  only  one  that  she  is  aware  of  at  this  time. 

Ms.  Jennifer  Clary,  Policy  Analyst,  Clean  Water  Action  provided  a  memo  addressed  to  the  Commission 

(PDF)  http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/CleanWaterActionMemo.pdf,  and 

expressed  her  concern  with  the  original  resolution  before  it  was  amended  as  she  felt  that  one  group 
had  been  singled  out  and  this  action  would  have  the  potential  of  polarizing  people.  It  was  stated  that 
expanding  the  resolution  takes  care  of  her  concerns  and  that  she  would  submit  an  official  letter  for  the 
full  Commission.  Ms.  Clary  reported  that  she  has  reviewed  the  Ordinance  as  proposed  and  has 
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questions  as  to  how  it  could  function  as  a  conservation  measure.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  asked  Ms.  Clary 
if  she  would  like  to  recommend  conservation  measures  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  or  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  should  be  working  on.  Ms.  Clary  suggested  working  on  a 
stronger  bill  for  the  retrofit  on  resale  idea,  which  Clean  Water  Action  and  Tuolumne  Trust  have  been 
working  on  since  2001 ,  but  have  not  been  able  to  get  passed.  Additional  recommendations  included: 

•  A  tiered-rate  structure  for  all  types  of  water-use  customers,  as  the  effort  last  year  was 
unbalanced  and  was  going  to  apply  only  to  single-family  homes.  Chair  Wald  suggested  looking 
at  the  garbage  rate  model  to  see  if  it  could  apply  to  a  water  rate  structure; 

•  Looking  for  alternative  sources  for  water,  such  as  grey  water,  and  how  you  can  re-circulate 
water  within  a  building,  particularly  in  new  construction. 

•  Expanding  the  purple  piping  ordinance  so  that  over  time  infrastructure  for  recycled  water 
expands  beyond  the  downtown  core. 

•  Director  Blumenfeld  discussed  the  drip  irrigation  system  that  he  installed  in  a  school  butterfly 
garden  and  the  interest  expressed  by  parents  for  their  personal  landscaping.  Ms.  Spanjian 
stated  that  the  PUC  would  like  to  educate  people  in  San  Francisco  about  drip  irrigation.  Ms. 
Clary  suggested  that  Recreation  and  Park  use  the  drip  irrigation  system  as  they  are  one  of  the 
largest  users  of  water  in  the  City.  Ms.  Haasz  stated  that  about  10%  of  the  City's  use  is  used  for 
landscaping,  and  some  places  down  south  it  is  over  50%  during  certain  times  of  the  year.  Ms. 
Haasz  indicated  that  a  large  part  of  landscape  water  use  is  municipal  and  conservation  efforts 
have  been  started  with  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department. 

Ms.  Janice  Sitton,  Good  Green  Graces,  asked  if  old  toilets  can  be  recycled.  Ms.  Haasz  stated  not  at 
the  present  time,  but  that  PUC  is  working  with  Norcal  to  set  up  recycling  for  toilets  that  could  be 
implemented  as  early  as  July.  It  was  explained  that  the  toilets  at  this  time  go  to  landfill.  Ms.  Sitton 
stated  that  her  apartment  currently  has  a  five-gallon  toilet  so  she  reuses  and  refills  water  bottles  and 
puts  those  in  the  tank  to  reduce  water.  Ms.  Sitton  stated  that  there  are  immediate  simple  tips  that  are 
low  cost  that  landlords,  renters,  and  homeowners  could  implement  that  would  reduce  water 
consumption  without  having  to  change  out  fixtures.  It  was  suggested  that  education  and  outreach  be 
provided  on  how  to  fix  dripping  faucets  and  how  to  immediately  reduce  water  use.  Ms.  Haasz  stated 
that  the  water  bottle  in  the  toilet  is  not  a  great  solution  as  it  may  cause  leaks  but  recognizes  the  fact  that 
there  is  a  cost  to  replacing  appliances  so  high  rebates/subsidies  are  offered  to  try  to  mitigate  those 
costs.  Chair  Wald  asked  if  it  were  feasible  for  the  PUC  to  purchase  toilets  and  sell  them  to  people  at  a 
lower  cost  or  give  them  to  people  in  order  to  achieve  the  reduction  goal.  Ms.  Haasz  reported  that  it 
took  a  huge  amount  of  resources  to  implement  the  program  and  that  the  rebate  program  is  a  better  way 
of  implementation. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  commented  that  she  would  like  to  see  an  ongoing  stakeholder  process  and  urged 
that  this  be  the  start  of  an  ongoing  relationship  with  the  PUC,  moving  into  other  conservation  issues 
besides  water  efficiency,  such  as  those  presented  by  Ms.  Clary;  e.g.,  grey  water,  purple  piping,  etc. 
Vice  Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  this  is  a  wonderful  start  and  is  enthusiastic  about  things  that  are  being 
worked  on  at  this  time. 

Upon  Motion  by  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  and  second  by  Chair  Wald,  the  Amendment-of-the-Whole 
Resolution  distributed  at  the  meeting  was  passed  with  an  amendment  to  the  second  Further 
Resolved  clause  that  replaces  "...urges  the  SFPUC  to  work  with  stakeholders..."  with 
"...supports  the  SFPUC  in  its  work  with  stakeholders..."  This  Resolution  would  be  forwarded  to 
the  Commission  on  the  Environment  to  consider  and  vote  on  at  their  July  22,  2008  meeting. 


Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee 
Aay  12,  2008  Draft  Meeting  Minutes 
'age  7 


(Absent:  Commissioner  Martin).  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Resolution  File  2008-14-COE 

Amended  051208  (Word)  http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/ResFile2008- 
14-COEDraftWaterConservationAmendment3051208.doc). 

6.  Urban  Environmental  Accord  Action  16:  Every  year,  identify  one  product,  chemical,  or  compound 
that  is  used  within  the  city  that  represents  the  greatest  risk  to  human  health  and  adopt  a  law  and 
provide  incentives  to  reduce  or  eliminate  its  use  by  the  municipal  government.  Consideration  of  and 
vote  to  approve  staff's  selection  of  two  products  for  recommendation  to  the  Commission  (1 ) 
Disinfectants-Action:  Minimize  use  generally,  and  reduce  use  of  products  containing  asthma  triggers 
and  (2)  Bisphenol-A  containing  plastics  in  baby  bottles;  Action:  Prohibit  use  in  City  hospitals. 
(Discussion  and  Action). 

SPONSOR:  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 
DEPARTMENT  STAFF  SPEAKERS:  Chris  Geiger,  Ph.D.  Green  Purchasing  and  Integrated  Pest 
Management  Programs  and  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager 

Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  at  a  previous  Policy  Committee  meeting,  Department  staff  presented  a  list  of 
criteria  that  would  be  used  for  selection  of  products  that  would  be  most  applicable  for  this  accord.  The 
criteria  considered  included  the  product's  environmental  and  human  health  impacts,  exposure  potential, 
and  ability  to  affect  change. 

Ms.  Raphael  distributed  a  "Survey  of  Bisphenol-A  in  Baby  Bottles  Used  by  San  Francisco  Hospitals" 
sheet  (PDF)  http://webi.sfqov.orq/site/upioadedfiies/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/BisphenoiASurvev.pdf  that  is 
categorized  by  the  name  of  the  San  Francisco  hospital,  the  type  of  product  that  is  being  used,  brand 
name,  model  number,  product  name,  whether  it  contains  BPA,  source  of  information  for  product 
material,  and  bottle  material.  It  was  explained  that  this  survey  was  conducted  by  Department  staff 
member,  Ms.  Jessian  Choy,  who  contacted  hospitals  directly  for  information.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that 
there  is  a  movement  in  the  non-profit  world  to  contact  CEO's  of  all  the  big  manufacturers  of  baby 
bottles  to  ask  them  to  voluntarily  remove  Bisphenol-A.  As  a  City,  a  letter  could  be  written  to  the  same 
manufacturers  quoting  the  requirement  of  the  environmental  accord. 

Chair  Wald  recommended  coordinating  with  other  cities  that  have  signed  on  to  the  accords.  Vice-Chair 
Gravanis  suggested  moving  forward,  to  work  on  education,  and  to  outreach  to  the  private  sector  to  take 
the  example  from  City  public  facilities.  Chair  Wald  recommended  expanding  private  outreach  and  to 
contact  Walgreens,  who  is  a  supplier  of  many  products,  to  lead  in  this  effort.  Chair  Wald  also 
recommended  that  legislation  be  considered  on  a  national  level  on  this  product.  Ms.  Raphael  advised 
that  State  Senator  Migden  has  a  bill  on  Bisphenol  A  now  in  California.  Chair  Wald  stated  that  the  City 
could  support  the  bill  and  round  up  other  cities  to  do  the  same. 

Ms.  Raphael  distributed  a  sheet  on  "Disinfectants"  (PDF) 

http://webi.sfqov.orq/site/upioadedfiies/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/Disinfectants.pdfand  explained  that 
disinfectants  are  registered  pesticides  and  are  by  definition  toxic  as  they  are  designed  to  kill.  A 
discussion  was  held  on  active  ingredients  contained  in  disinfectants  and  that  the  focus  would  be  on 
quaternary  ammonium  compounds  and  hydrogen  peroxide.  Ms.  Raphael  explained  that  training  would 
be  provided  to  City  custodians  in  order  to  minimize  the  use  of  disinfectants  and  on  proper  use.  Ms. 
Raphael  stated  that  the  directions  for  use  of  the  product  may  not  always  be  followed  in  accordance  with 
the  manufacturer's  instructions  so  the  end  result  may  not  be  what  is  intended.  It  was  reported  that  an 
extensive  "Green  Cleaning"  training  was  done  and  that  250  City  custodians  had  been  trained.  The 
expectation  is  to  reach  400  custodians  from  various  City  departments  and  to  conduct  a  future  training 
with  a  focus  on  disinfection. 
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Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  staff  has  partnered  with  the  Asthma  Task  Force  in  order  to  review 
disinfectants  not  only  for  their  acute  toxicity,  but  for  how  much  they  cause  asthma.  It  was  explained 
that  disinfectants  are  respiratory  irritants  and  some  are  known  to  cause  asthma.  Ms.  Raphael  stated 
that  there  is  nationwide  interest  in  green  cleaning  and  that  San  Francisco  can  lead  the  way. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  discussed  societal  messages  that  everything  has  to  be  disinfected  and  stated  that 
she  strongly  supports  banning  what  can  be  banned  and  minimizing  the  use  of  other  products  that 
cannot  be  banned.  Chair  Wald  recommended  contacting  a  recently  started  group,  the  Asthma 
Foundation,  who  may  be  interested  in  participating. 

1 

Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  second  by  Chair  Wald,  the  Policy  Committee  approved 
Department  staff's  selection  of  Bispenol-A  and  Disinfectants  as  the  two  products  to  prioritize 
work  on  in  order  to  reduce  or  eliminate  its  use  by  the  municipal  government  for 
recommendation  to  the  Commission  for  their  July  22,  2008  meeting  (Absent:  Commissioner 
Martin). 

7.  Announcements  (Discussion).  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  announced  that  approximately  two  months  ago, 
there  was  a  public  workshop  on  the  Seawall  Lot  337,  which  she  wanted  to  be  a  zero  waste  event,  but  it 
was  not.  Ms.  Sunshine  DeVries,  the  Department's  volunteer  coordinator  did  send  over  interns  who 
were  wonderful  at  organizing  the  recycling  process  and  answering  questions.  Vice  Chair  Gravanis 
stated  that  the  City  is  far  behind  in  educating  people  about  what  goes  in  what  bin.  Ms.  DeVries  was 
acknowledged  for  her  outstanding  work  organizing  volunteer  efforts.  Recommendations  were  made 
that  Ms.  DeVries  recruit  volunteers  for  other  City  and  Commission  events  or  events  that  Commissioners 
may  be  participating  in.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  discussed  the  Mayor's  Office  City  Hall  "Lights  Out"  event 
where  there  was  no  recycling  and  requested  that  volunteer  efforts  be  extended  to  the  Mayor's  Office  for 
future  events. 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items  (Discussion).  Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  the  Hunters 
Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point  Sustainability  Plan  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  update  would  be 
discussed  at  the  rescheduled  meeting  of  the  Policy  Committee  on  June  16.  Director  Blumenfeld 
reported  that  the  Department's  Budget  meeting  is  scheduled  for  1 1 :00  a.m.,  Wednesday,  May  21  at  the 
Board  of  Supervisors.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  requested  future  agenda  items  that  include  (1)  an  update  on 
the  Wildlife  Habitat  Management  Plan;  (2)  a  discussion  on  the  difference  between  the  Operations  and 
Policy  Committee  functions  and  meeting  topics;  and  (3)  a  discussion  on  how  items  originating  outside 
of  the  Department  are  placed  on  the  agenda,  what  items  the  Commission  should  support  as  part  of 
their  Strategic  Plan,  and  forwarding  agenda  requests  to  staff  who  already  working  on  similar  efforts  to 
make  a  recommendation  to  the  Commission. 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

10.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  6:52  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5 
p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=61005,  (3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item 
above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish(5),sfqov. org  within  three  business 
days  of  a  meeting.  Explanatory  documents  that  are  received  after  posting  of  this  agenda  are  available  on  the  website  or  upon  request  to  the  Commission 
Secretary  at  the  contact  information  listed  above. 
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Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:03  p.m.  Present:  Chair 
Wald  and  Vice-Chair  Gravanis;  Excused:  Commissioner  Martin. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  April  21,  2008  Policy  Committee  Rescheduled  Meeting  (Discussion 
and  Action).  Commission  Secretary  Monica  Fish  announced  that  Commissioner  Martin  had  requested 
a  revision  to  the  wording  on  one  of  her  recommendations  to  read  "Commissioner  Martin  spoke  in  favor 
of  unbundling  parking  from  residential  units  and  questioned  the  format  of  the  large-scale  retail  at  the 
south  end  of  the  project,  recommending  that  the  project  not  include  a  conventional  destination  shopping 
mall."  Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  second  by  Chair  Wald,  the  April  21 ,  2008  Meeting 
Minutes  were  approved  with  the  amendment  as  noted  (Absent:  Commissioner  Martin)  (Explanatory 
Document:  Approved  Minutes  of  the  April  21,  2008  Policy  Committee  Meeting 

http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=80226). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

Item  6  was  heard  before  Item  4. 

4.  Resolution  supporting  the  evaluation  of  congestion  pricing  through  the  Mobility,  Access,  and 
Pricing  Study  and  utilization  of  the  San  Francisco  Urban  Partnership  grant  to  develop 
environmentally  beneficial  congestion  management  programs.  Approval  of  Draft  Resolution  for 
recommendation  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment.  (Discussion  and  Action)  (Explanatory 
Document:  Draft  Resolution  File  2008-1 3-COE  (Word) 

http://web1  .sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/ResFile20Q8-1 3-CQEConqestionPricinqDraft.doc) 

SPONSOR:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis 
SPEAKER:  Zabe  Bent,  Principal  Transportation  Planner,  San  Francisco  Country  Transportation  Authority 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  reported  that  the  Commission  had  been  asked  by  the  San  Francisco  County 
Transportation  Authority  (SFCTA)  to  consider  a  Resolution  endorsing  congestion  pricing  programs. 
Ms.  Zabe  Bent  from  SFCTA  was  introduced,  and  it  was  reported  that  Ms.  Tilly  Chang,  SFCTA  had 
previously  presented  to  the  Committee  several  months  ago. 
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City  Hall,  Room  421 
One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
hroseJ  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee 
May  12,  2008  Approved  Meeting  Minutes 
Page  2 


Ms.  Zabe  Bent  reported  that  the  SFCTA  is  conducting  two  different  efforts  on  the  congestion  pricing 
initiatives.  One  focus  is  to  look  at  improving  congestion  within  the  Doyle  Drive  and  Golden  Gate  Bridge 
corridors  and  the  other  focus  is  on  the  Mobility  Access  and  Pricing  Study,  which  is  looking  at  whether  to 
develop  a  Congestion  Pricing  Program  for  San  Francisco.  The  idea  is  to  determine  whether  or  not 
congestion  pricing  is  right  for  San  Francisco,  what  shape  it  might  have,  what  the  price  points  might  be, 
what  the  necessary  improvements  to  the  overall  transportation  network  should  be,  and  what  would 
need  to  occur  in  order  to  support  a  congestion  pricing  program.  It  was  stated  that  a  baseline  analysis 
has  been  completed  to  identify  how  congestion  pricing  impacts  San  Francisco  and  the  region  today. 

Ms.  Bent  reported  that  the  SFCTA  is  moving  forward  with  developing  two  different  scenarios,  one 
focusing  on  a  particular  area  in  San  Francisco  that  is  the  most  congested,  which  is  Downtown  South  of 
Market  and  Civic  Center,  and  the  other  is  focusing  on  gateways  into  San  Francisco,  which  are  the 
northern  and  eastern  gateways  (the  bridge  entries),  and  the  benefits  and  impacts  to  the  southern 
gateway.  The  program  is  also  evaluating  the  different  discounts,  benefits,  and  exemptions  and  what 
the  transportation  improvements  would  be.  Ms.  Bent  reported  that  there  would  be  public  outreach 
events  scheduled  this  summer  so  there  would  be  an  opportunity  to  review  the  different  scenarios, 
determine  what  the  potential  benefits  and  impacts  might  be,  and  provide  feedback  as  to  how  the 
scenarios  should  be  adjusted.  The  public  outreach  and  technical  analysis  will  help  define  whether  or 
not  there  are  preferred  alternatives  and  identify  a  feasible  alternative.  There  will  be  additional 
community  events  in  the  fall  to  wrap  up  and  make  recommendations  on  next  steps  for  congestion 
pricing. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  asked  how  the  two  projects  would  intersect.  Ms.  Bent  explained  that  one  project  is 
the  Mobility  Access  and  Pricing  Study,  which  is  a  feasibility  study  looking  at  the  concept  of  congestion 
pricing  and  what  it  might  look  like  for  San  Francisco.  The  Urban  Partnership  Program  would  look  at  a 
particular  demonstration  project  in  order  to  demonstrate  what  the  benefits  and  impacts  of  congestion 
pricing  would  be.  The  focus  would  be  on  a  small  corridor  using  a  very  detailed  way  of  implementing 
congestion  pricing.  Pricing  impacts  and  benefits,  transit  improvements,  and  improvements  for  MUNI 
service  would  be  reviewed.  Another  form  of  congestion  pricing  that  the  Urban  Partnership  would  be 
reviewing  is  variable  ways  of  parking  that  can  help  improve  access  to  parking  and  occupancy  rates. 
Coordination  is  being  done  through  advisory  and  policy  committees  that  meet  with  the  two 
organizations  and  the  two  study  teams  to  understand  what  is  going  on.  It  is  hoped  that  the  Urban 
Partnership  Program  would  be  an  opportunity  to  see  how  congestion  pricing  might  work  on  a  broader 
scale. 

I 

Public  Comment 

Mr.  Norman  Rolfe,  Transportation  Chair,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow,  provided  explanatory  documents 

(PDF)  http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/SFTomorrowCorrespondence.p  and 

brought  the  Committee's  attention  to  the  letter  to  state  legislators  and  the  attached  map  "Travel  to 
Downtown  SF"  that  shows  that  6%  of  the  trips  to  Downtown  San  Francisco  originate  from  the  North  Bay 
so  putting  this  program  in  place  is  not  going  to  relieve  congestion  to  Downtown  San  Francisco.  Mr. 
Rolfe  stated  that  the  purpose  of  the  fee  and  toll  as  proposed  by  the  SFCTA  is  not  to  relieve  congestion 
but  is  to  raise  money  to  pay  for  freeways.  It  was  explained  that  Doyle  Drive  does  need  seismic 
upgrading  and  rebuilding,  and  that  it  could  be  rebuilt  to  meet  present  day  seismic  requirements  at  a 
fraction  of  the  cost  of  what  is  proposed.  Mr.  Rolfe  recommended  implementing  congestion  pricing  as 
described  in  the  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  letter  to  members  of  the  State  Legislature  and  as  done  in 
other  cities,  on  the  perimeter  of  the  downtown  areas.  Mr.  Rolfe  urged  the  Committee  to  table  the 
Resolution  in  order  to  develop  one  that  will  be  in  accordance  with  his  proposed  recommendations  that 
the  area  would  be  the  perimeter  of  downtown,  that  all  the  money  would  go  to  fund  public  transportation, 
and  the  program  should  be  administered  by  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Transportation  Agency. 


Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee 
Aay  12,  2008  Approved  Meeting  Minutes 
'age  3 


Mr.  Gerald  Cauthen  stated  that  congestion  pricing  worked  very  well  in  London,  Stockholm,  Rome  and 
Munich  and  explained  that  these  cities  are  using  a  cordoned  approach.  It  was  stated  that  in  San 
Francisco,  when  congestion  tends  to  extend  beyond  commute  hours,  you  could  find  heavy  congestion 
on  Van  Ness  Avenue  at  1  p.m.,  so  a  cordoned  approach  would  address  anybody  who  drives  inside  the 
congested  area  during  the  off  peak  and  peak  hours.  Mr.  Cauthen  stated  that  the  worst  congestion  is 
downtown,  and  that  there  is  no  logical  linkage  between  congestion  pricing  and  the  Doyle  Drive 
reconstruction  project.  Mr.  Cauthen  stated  that  usually  when  you  employ  congestion  pricing,  you  use 
that  money  to  improve  your  transit  system  so  people  have  an  alternative  way  of  getting  downtown.  In 
this  case,  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  District  would  be  applying  funds  to  improve  its  bus  and  ferry  boat 
systems.  Mr.  Cauthen  spoke  against  funding  for  the  Doyle  Drive  project  and  indicated  there  was  a 
cheaper  and  better  way  to  solve  the  Doyle  Drive  problem  other  than  spending  more  than  a  billion 
dollars  to  build  a  new  freeway.  (Explanatory  Document:  Public  Comment  memo  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/GeraldCauthenConqestionPricinqMem 

Mr.  Howard  Strassner,  Transportation  Chair,  speaking  for  the  Sierra  Club,  spoke  against  charging  toll 
on  a  freeway  to  reduce  congestion.  It  was  stated  that  the  Commission  should  be  more  concerned  with 
reducing  driving  because  that  reduces  greenhouse  gases.  Mr.  Strassner  stated  that  the  problem  with 
this  program  is  that  once  you  are  committed  to  it,  you  have  to  keep  traffic  up  to  a  high  enough  level  so 
you  have  enough  money  to  pay  your  bonds.  Mr.  Strassner  suggested  deleting  all  references  to  Doyle 
Drive  and  to  concentrate  efforts  on  a  project  that  would  reduce  congestion  and  driving  which  would  be 
centered  in  downtown  San  Francisco.  When  you  do  it  with  a  cordon,  you  can  set  a  price  that  is  high 
enough  to  really  reduce  congestion  and  actually  reduce  driving  just  like  London  has  done  in  its 
downtown.  Then  you  would  have  more  money  to  put  into  transit,  not  into  building  more  highways  which 
would  increase  driving.  Mr.  Strassner  stated  that  congestion  management  pricing  should  be  to  try  to  get 
people  out  of  their  cars;  but  in  this  case  where  there  is  a  small  amount  of  people  coming  into  San 
Francisco  over  the  bridge,  you  are  much  better  off  with  a  cordon  with  a  set  price. 

Chair  Wald  asked  whether  there  would  be  an  exemption  for  physically  challenged  individuals.  A 
discussion  was  held  on  whether  business  and  commercial  transportation  would  receive  exemptions. 
Ms.  Bent  discussed  discounted  rates  or  a  fleet  rate  that  would  be  implemented  for  business  and 
commercial  transportation  but  there  would  still  be  a  fee  as  there  would  still  be  an  impact  on  the 
environment  and  transportation  network.  Ms.  Bent  confirmed  that  an  exemption  would  most  likely  be 
implemented  for  physically  challenged  individuals. 

Ms.  Bent  explained  that  the  Urban  Partnership  Program,  specifically  the  Doyle  Drive/Golden  Gate 
Bridge  toll,  is  focused  on  improving  congestion  in  that  corridor,  not  in  downtown.  It  was  also  explained 
that  the  cost  of  rebuilding  and  retrofitting  Doyle  Drive  is  very  similar  to  the  other  alternative  considered, 
and  this  alternative  was  decided  on  after  many  years  of  consensus  building  with  five  different  agencies 
and  through  community  and  advocacy  input. 

Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  she  is  a  resident  of  Marin  that  commutes  every  day  to  San  Francisco  by  car 
and  explained  that  the  congestion  is  not  going  into  the  City  in  the  morning--it  is  coming  home  at  night, 
when  Doyle  Drive  backs  up.  Ms.  Raphael  felt  that  with  the  congestion  pricing  limiting  the  flow  in  the 
morning,  it  would  be  Van  Ness  and  the  city  streets  that  would  be  congested,  not  Doyle  Drive.  Ms. 
Raphael  asked  if  this  program  would  help  her  commute  from  San  Francisco  to  Marin.  It  was  explained 
that  her  reason  for  driving  is  because  Golden  Gate  Transit  cut  back  on  their  routes  to  the  Civic  Center 
and  inquired  whether  this  program  would  help  in  adding  additional  direct  routes. 

Ms.  Bent  stated  that  the  whole  premise  of  the  program  on  the  transit  side  is  to  reinvest  the  funds  into 
transit  service.  An  evaluation  is  being  done  as  to  what  extent  additional  transit  service  would  be 
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provided,  which  would  depend  on  the  rate  of  the  toll.  Most  people  feel  that  the  congestion  on  Doyle 
Drive  is  predominantly  in  the  morning.  The  additional  toll  would  be  during  the  morning  and  evening 
peak  hours.  It  was  explained  that  the  Mobility  Access  and  Pricing  Study  is  looking  at  different  corridors 
to  charge  to  address  congestion  issues.  Ms.  Bent  stated  that  congestion  had  been  noticed  as  Van 
Ness  is  approached,  so  that  street  would  be  addressed  as  part  of  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  toll  and 
potentially  the  Doyle  Drive  toll  as  well. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  there  is  consensus  that  congestion  management  pricing  is  a  good 
thing,  but  there  is  controversy  about  using  the  federal  grant  for  the  Doyle  Drive  rebuild.  It  was 
recommended  that  (1)  there  be  more  effort  in  reducing  parking  spaces  and  making  it  more  expensive  to 
park,  which  was  not  included  in  the  original  resolution;  and  (2)  not  to  just  manage  congestion,  but  to 
reduce  it.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  the  problem  with  congestion  management  pricing  is  that  the 
main  goal  is  to  reduce  congestion,  but  congestion  is  an  exacerbation  of  the  problem  and  is  not  the 
problem  itself,  which  is  traffic  and  reliance  on  the  private  automobile. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  indicated  that  she  would  be  prepared  to  move  forward  on  the  kinds  of  things  in  the 
Resolution  that  discuss  the  conditions  of  how  we  would  define  a  sensible  congestion  pricing  plan  and 
making  sure  that  those  things  are  taken  into  account  as  we  move  forward  with  the  pricing  study,  but 
would  be  reluctant  to  support  the  Doyle  Drive  Value  Pricing  Program. 

Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  second  by  Chair  Wald,  Resolution  File  2008-1 3-COE 
was  approved  with  amendments  to  delete  all  references  supporting  the  utilization  of  the  San 
Francisco  Urban  partnership  grant  to  include  the  Doyle  Drive  Value  Pricing  Program.  This 
Resolution  would  be  forwarded  with  recommendation  to  the  Commission  to  consider  at  their 
July  22,  2008  meeting  (Explanatory  Document:  Resolution  File  2008-1 3-COE  as  amended  on 
051208  (Word) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/ResFile2008-13- 
COEConqestionPricinqDraftAmended051 208(1). doc). 

5.  Urban  Environmental  Accord  Action  19:  Adopt  and  implement  policies  to  reduce  water 

consumption  by  ten  percent  by  2015.  Draft  Resolution  Supporting  Water  Conservation  in  San 
Francisco  Apartments  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action).  Consideration  of  recommendation  of  Draft 
Resolution  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  to  support  proposed  legislation  to  encourage  water 
conservation  in  San  Francisco  apartments  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Resolution  File  2008-1 4-COE 

(Word)  http://web1  .sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/ResFile2008-14- 

coEDRAFTWaterConservation.doc.  Amendment  of  the  Whole  (Word)  as  presented  in  Committee  Meeting 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/ResFile2008-14- 
COEDraftWaterConservationAmendment2.doc). 

SPONSOR:  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 
SPEAKER:  Dana  Haasz,  Water  Conservation  Administrator,  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission 

Director  Jared  Blumenfeld  introduced  Ms.  Dana  Haasz,  an  integral  member  of  the  Green  Business 
Program  and  who  has  transformed  PUC's  water  conservation  program.  Ms.  Haasz  spoke  in  support  of 
the  Resolution  that  she  stated  enhances  the  portfolio  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission's 
(SFPUC)  existing  conservation  activities.  It  was  explained  that  the  current  program  activities  uses  a 
combination  of  education,  incentives,  and  regulation  to  target  all  of  the  PUC's  customers  with 
conservation  opportunities;  e.g.  commercial,  industrial,  residential,  single-family,  and  multi-family 
customers.  Ms.  Haasz  stated  that  this  Resolution  would  offer  the  PUC  another  opportunity  to  address 
multi-family  customers  which  is  a  more  difficult  customer  class  to  address.  It  was  reported  that  the  PUC 
is  on  track  to  meeting  the  United  Nations  goals  of  reducing  water  consumption  ten  percent  by  2015  as 
the  Commission  had  selected  an  aggressive  conservation  package,  and  this  Resolution  would  offer 
another  kind  of  tool  to  meet  those  goals. 
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Chair  Wald  reported  that  the  amended  Resolution  contains  an  additional  whereas  clause  that  expands 
the  focus  from  just  landlords  and  tenants  to  all  users  in  San  Francisco.  Director  Blumenfeld 
recommended  that  the  PUC  have  a  workshop  for  homeowners  or  renters  on  how  to  fix  their  dripping 
faucet  or  shower.  Ms.  Haasz  reported  that  the  PUC  does  respond  to  multi  family  units  when  called 
directly  and  inspectors  are  sent  out.  It  was  reported  that  the  PUC  has  a  plumber's  handbook  available 
and  stated  that  a  workshop  would  be  something  to  consider. 

Ms.  Haasz  reported  that  there  is  a  meeting  on  Friday,  May  16  to  talk  about  different  types  of  options 
and  legislative  opportunities.  It  was  explained  that  there  are  different  types  of  customers,  commercial, 
new  construction,  existing  construction,  and  the  PUC  is  trying  to  get  to  all  of  these  types  of  customers 
to  see  if  there  is  an  appropriate  ordinance  or  program  that  would  work  for  them  so  that  they  could  install 
efficient  fixtures  to  reduce  water  use.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  asked  if  there  is  an  ongoing  stakeholder 
process.  Ms.  Haasz  stated  that  part  of  the  discussion  on  Friday  would  be  to  determine  if  it  should  be 
an  ongoing  process,  and  indicated  that  environmental  stakeholders  were  invited  to  discuss  legislative 
opportunities. 

Ms.  Laura  Spanjian,  SFPUC,  reported  that  the  May  16  workshop  is  an  in-depth  legislative  effort  on 
water  conservation,  and  that  there  are  three  pieces  of  legislation  that  the  PUC  is  either  participating  in 
or  leading  the  efforts  on.  The  reason  for  bringing  the  Resolution  to  the  Policy  Committee  is  to  discuss 
one  of  the  legislative  efforts  that  is  being  called  "Sharing  the  burden  of  the  water  and  sewer  increases 
and  at  the  same  time  encouraging  water  conservation."  Ms.  Spanjian  explained  that  when  the  water 
and  sewer  rate  increases  were  passed  last  year,  one  of  the  objectives  that  is  currently  being  worked  on 
now  is  to  create  legislation  to  get  a  pass  through  from  landlords  to  tenants  of  the  increase  if  they 
replace  their  appliances  with  low-flow  appliances.  Discussions  are  being  held  with  all  stakeholders  to 
make  sure  that  the  replacement  of  appliances  requirement  would  meet  the  lowest  acceptable  efficiency 
standards  and  possibly  going  further  to  require  higher  efficiency  appliances. 

Ms.  Spanjian  stated  that  another  effort  being  worked  on  is  the  Green  Building  Ordinance  for  new 
construction.  The  requirement  would  be  that  there  doesn't  have  to  be  a  change  out  of  all  the  specific 
appliances,  but  would  require  reducing  water  usage  by  40%.  In  order  to  reach  that  goal,  you  have  to 
use  all  low-flow  appliances.  The  last  piece  is  reaching  buildings  that  are  single-family  or  multi-family 
homes  where  appliances  haven't  been  changed  out,  and  there  is  no  incentive  to  do  so.  The  idea  would 
be  a  retrofit  on  resale.  Director  Blumenfeld  discussed  the  Resource  Efficiency  Conservation  Ordinance 
(RECO)  that  the  Department  of  Environment  had  worked  on  that  contains  this  requirement.  Ms. 
Spanjian  stated  that  all  stakeholders  would  be  involved  in  putting  legislation  together  that  will  actually 
get  passed  and  is  currently  looking  at  other  jurisdictions'  efforts  for  examples.  It  was  reported  that 
another  effort  underway  is  to  update  the  Housing  Code  which  still  says  that  you  should  have  a  3.5 
gallon  toilet. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  urged  implementation  of  separate  metering  in  apartment  buildings.  Director 
Blumenfeld  suggested  researching  examples  from  other  jurisdictions  or  countries  that  have 
implemented  a  pass  through  successfully.  Ms.  Haasz  reported  on  a  national  study  that  was  done  two 
years  ago,  but  is  the  only  one  that  she  is  aware  of  at  this  time. 

Ms.  Jennifer  Clary,  Policy  Analyst,  Clean  Water  Action  provided  a  memo  addressed  to  the  Commission 

(PDF)  http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/CleanWaterActionMemo.pdf.  and 

expressed  her  concern  with  the  original  resolution  before  it  was  amended  as  she  felt  that  one  group 
had  been  singled  out  and  this  action  would  have  the  potential  of  polarizing  people.  It  was  stated  that 
expanding  the  resolution  takes  care  of  her  concerns  and  that  she  would  submit  an  official  letter  for  the 
full  Commission.  Ms.  Clary  reported  that  she  has  reviewed  the  Ordinance  as  proposed  and  has 
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questions  as  to  how  it  could  function  as  a  conservation  measure.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  asked  Ms.  Clary 
if  she  would  like  to  recommend  conservation  measures  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  or  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  should  be  working  on.  Ms.  Clary  suggested  working  on  a 
stronger  bill  for  the  retrofit  on  resale  idea,  which  Clean  Water  Action  and  Tuolumne  Trust  have  been 
working  on  since  2001 ,  but  have  not  been  able  to  get  passed.  Additional  recommendations  included: 

•  A  tiered-rate  structure  for  all  types  of  water-use  customers,  as  the  effort  last  year  was 
unbalanced  and  was  going  to  apply  only  to  single-family  homes.  Chair  Wald  suggested  looking 
at  the  garbage  rate  model  to  see  if  it  could  apply  to  a  water  rate  structure; 

•  Looking  for  alternative  sources  for  water,  such  as  grey  water,  and  how  you  can  re-circulate 
water  within  a  building,  particularly  in  new  construction. 

•  Expanding  the  purple  piping  ordinance  so  that  over  time  infrastructure  for  recycled  water 
expands  beyond  the  downtown  core. 

•  Director  Blumenfeld  discussed  the  drip  irrigation  system  that  he  installed  in  a  school  butterfly 
garden  and  the  interest  expressed  by  parents  for  their  personal  landscaping.  Ms.  Spanjian 
stated  that  the  PUC  would  like  to  educate  people  in  San  Francisco  about  drip  irrigation.  Ms. 
Clary  suggested  that  Recreation  and  Park  use  the  drip  irrigation  system  as  they  are  one  of  the 
largest  users  of  water  in  the  City.  Ms.  Haasz  stated  that  about  10%  of  the  City's  use  is  used  for 
landscaping,  and  some  places  down  south  it  is  over  50%  during  certain  times  of  the  year.  Ms. 
Haasz  indicated  that  a  large  part  of  landscape  water  use  is  municipal  and  conservation  efforts 
have  been  started  with  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department. 

Ms.  Janice  Sitton,  Good  Green  Graces,  asked  if  old  toilets  can  be  recycled.  Ms.  Haasz  stated  not  at 
the  present  time,  but  that  PUC  is  working  with  Norcal  to  set  up  recycling  for  toilets  that  could  be 
implemented  as  early  as  July.  It  was  explained  that  the  toilets  at  this  time  go  to  landfill.  Ms.  Sitton 
stated  that  her  apartment  currently  has  a  five-gallon  toilet  so  she  reuses  and  refills  water  bottles  and 
puts  those  in  the  tank  to  reduce  water.  Ms.  Sitton  stated  that  there  are  immediate  simple  tips  that  are 
low  cost  that  landlords,  renters,  and  homeowners  could  implement  that  would  reduce  water 
consumption  without  having  to  change  out  fixtures.  It  was  suggested  that  education  and  outreach  be 
provided  on  how  to  fix  dripping  faucets  and  how  to  immediately  reduce  water  use.  Ms.  Haasz  stated 
that  the  water  bottle  in  the  toilet  is  not  a  great  solution  as  it  may  cause  leaks  but  recognizes  the  fact  that 
there  is  a  cost  to  replacing  appliances  so  high  rebates/subsidies  are  offered  to  try  to  mitigate  those 
costs.  Chair  Wald  asked  if  it  were  feasible  for  the  PUC  to  purchase  toilets  and  sell  them  to  people  at  a 
lower  cost  or  give  them  to  people  in  order  to  achieve  the  reduction  goal.  Ms.  Haasz  reported  that  it 
took  a  huge  amount  of  resources  to  implement  the  program  and  that  the  rebate  program  is  a  better  way 
of  implementation. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  commented  that  she  would  like  to  see  an  ongoing  stakeholder  process  and  urged 
that  this  be  the  start  of  an  ongoing  relationship  with  the  PUC,  moving  into  other  conservation  issues 
besides  water  efficiency,  such  as  those  presented  by  Ms.  Clary;  e.g.,  grey  water,  purple  piping,  etc. 
Vice  Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  this  is  a  wonderful  start  and  is  enthusiastic  about  things  that  are  being 
worked  on  at  this  time. 

Upon  Motion  by  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  and  second  by  Chair  Wald,  the  Amendment-of-the-Whole 
Resolution  distributed  at  the  meeting  was  passed  with  an  amendment  to  the  second  Further 
Resolved  clause  that  replaces  "...urges  the  SFPUC  to  work  with  stakeholders..."  with 
"...supports  the  SFPUC  in  its  work  with  stakeholders..."  This  Resolution  would  be  forwarded  to 
the  Commission  on  the  Environment  to  consider  and  vote  on  at  their  July  22,  2008  meeting. 
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(Absent:  Commissioner  Martin).  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Resolution  File  2008-1 4-COE 

Amended  051208  (Word)  http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/ResFile2008- 
14-COEDraftWaterConservationAmendment3051208.doc). 

6.  Urban  Environmental  Accord  Action  16:  Every  year,  identify  one  product,  chemical,  or  compound 
that  is  used  within  the  city  that  represents  the  greatest  risk  to  human  health  and  adopt  a  law  and 
provide  incentives  to  reduce  or  eliminate  its  use  by  the  municipal  government.  Consideration  of  and 
vote  to  approve  staff's  selection  of  two  products  for  recommendation  to  the  Commission  (1) 
Disinfectants-Action:  Minimize  use  generally,  and  reduce  use  of  products  containing  asthma  triggers 
and  (2)  Bisphenol-A  containing  plastics  in  baby  bottles;  Action:  Prohibit  use  in  City  hospitals. 
(Discussion  and  Action). 

SPONSOR:  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld 
DEPARTMENT  STAFF  SPEAKERS:  Chris  Geiger,  Ph.D.  Green  Purchasing  and  Integrated  Pest 
Management  Programs  and  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager 

Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  at  a  previous  Policy  Committee  meeting,  Department  staff  presented  a  list  of 
criteria  that  would  be  used  for  selection  of  products  that  would  be  most  applicable  for  this  accord.  The 
criteria  considered  included  the  product's  environmental  and  human  health  impacts,  exposure  potential, 
and  ability  to  affect  change. 

Ms.  Raphael  distributed  a  "Survey  of  Bisphenol-A  in  Baby  Bottles  Used  by  San  Francisco  Hospitals" 

Sheet  (PDF)  http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfe™  that  is 

categorized  by  the  name  of  the  San  Francisco  hospital,  the  type  of  product  that  is  being  used,  brand 
name,  model  number,  product  name,  whether  it  contains  BPA,  source  of  information  for  product 
material,  and  bottle  material.  It  was  explained  that  this  survey  was  conducted  by  Department  staff 
member,  Ms.  Jessian  Choy,  who  contacted  hospitals  directly  for  information.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that 
there  is  a  movement  in  the  non-profit  world  to  contact  CEO's  of  all  the  big  manufacturers  of  baby 
bottles  to  ask  them  to  voluntarily  remove  Bisphenol-A.  As  a  City,  a  letter  could  be  written  to  the  same 
manufacturers  quoting  the  requirement  of  the  environmental  accord. 

Chair  Wald  recommended  coordinating  with  other  cities  that  have  signed  on  to  the  accords.  Vice-Chair 
Gravanis  suggested  moving  forward,  to  work  on  education,  and  to  outreach  to  the  private  sector  to  take 
the  example  from  City  public  facilities.  Chair  Wald  recommended  expanding  private  outreach  and  to 
contact  Walgreens,  who  is  a  supplier  of  many  products,  to  lead  in  this  effort.  Chair  Wald  also 
recommended  that  legislation  be  considered  on  a  national  level  on  this  product.  Ms.  Raphael  advised 
that  State  Senator  Migden  has  a  bill  on  Bisphenol  A  now  in  California.  Chair  Wald  stated  that  the  City 
could  support  the  bill  and  round  up  other  cities  to  do  the  same. 

Ms.  Raphael  distributed  a  sheet  on  "Disinfectants"  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironmentVmeetings/pc/supportinq/2008/Disinfectants.pdf  and  explained  that 

disinfectants  are  registered  pesticides  and  are  by  definition  toxic  as  they  are  designed  to  kill.  A 
discussion  was  held  on  active  ingredients  contained  in  disinfectants  and  that  the  focus  would  be  on 
quaternary  ammonium  compounds  and  hydrogen  peroxide.  Ms.  Raphael  explained  that  training  would 
be  provided  to  City  custodians  in  order  to  minimize  the  use  of  disinfectants  and  on  proper  use.  Ms. 
Raphael  stated  that  the  directions  for  use  of  the  product  may  not  always  be  followed  in  accordance  with 
the  manufacturer's  instructions  so  the  end  result  may  not  be  what  is  intended.  It  was  reported  that  an 
extensive  "Green  Cleaning"  training  was  done  and  that  250  City  custodians  had  been  trained.  The 
expectation  is  to  reach  400  custodians  from  various  City  departments  and  to  conduct  a  future  training 
with  a  focus  on  disinfection. 
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Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  staff  has  partnered  with  the  Asthma  Task  Force  in  order  to  review 
disinfectants  not  only  for  their  acute  toxicity,  but  for  how  much  they  cause  asthma.  It  was  explained 
that  disinfectants  are  respiratory  irritants  and  some  are  known  to  cause  asthma.  Ms.  Raphael  stated 
that  there  is  nationwide  interest  in  green  cleaning  and  that  San  Francisco  can  lead  the  way. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  discussed  societal  messages  that  everything  has  to  be  disinfected  and  stated  that 
she  strongly  supports  banning  what  can  be  banned  and  minimizing  the  use  of  other  products  that 
cannot  be  banned.  Chair  Wald  recommended  contacting  a  recently  started  group,  the  Asthma 
Foundation,  who  may  be  interested  in  participating. 


Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  second  by  Chair  Wald,  the  Policy  Committee  approved 
Department  staff's  selection  of  Bispenol-A  and  Disinfectants  as  the  two  products  to  prioritize 
work  on  in  order  to  reduce  or  eliminate  its  use  by  the  municipal  government  for  farieFra 
recommendation  to  the  Commission  for  their  July  22,  2008  meeting  (Absent:  Commissioner 
Martin). 

Announcements  (Discussion).  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  announced  that  approximately  two  months  ago, 
there  was  a  public  workshop  on  the  Seawall  Lot  337,  which  she  wanted  to  be  a  zero  waste  event,  but  it  1,  C 
was  not.  Ms.  Sunshine  DeVries,  the  Department's  volunteer  coordinator  did  send  over  interns  who  2, 
were  wonderful  at  organizing  the  recycling  process  and  answering  questions.  Vice  Chair  Gravanis 
stated  that  the  City  is  far  behind  in  educating  people  about  what  goes  in  what  bin.  Ms.  DeVries  was 
acknowledged  for  her  outstanding  work  organizing  volunteer  efforts.  Recommendations  were  made  3.  P 
that  Ms.  DeVries  recruit  volunteers  for  other  City  and  Commission  events  or  events  that  Commissioners  ;  C 
may  be  participating  in.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  discussed  the  Mayor's  Office  City  Hall  "Lights  Out"  event  4.  R 
where  there  was  no  recycling  and  requested  that  volunteer  efforts  be  extended  to  the  Mayor's  Office  for 
future  events. 

New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items  (Discussion).  Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  the  Hunters 
Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point  Sustainability  Plan  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  update  would  be 
discussed  at  the  rescheduled  meeting  of  the  Policy  Committee  on  June  16.  Director  Blumenfeld  i  A 

reported  that  the  Department's  Budget  meeting  is  scheduled  for  1 1 :00  a.m.,  Wednesday,  May  21  at  the  7, 
Board  of  Supervisors.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  requested  future  agenda  items  that  include  (1 )  an  update  on  8,  P 
the  Wildlife  Habitat  Management  Plan;  (2)  a  discussion  on  the  difference  between  the  Operations  and  c 
Policy  Committee  functions  and  meeting  topics;  and  (3)  a  discussion  on  how  items  originating  outside  9,  a 
of  the  Department  are  placed  on  the  agenda,  what  items  the  Commission  should  support  as  part  of 
their  Strategic  Plan,  and  forwarding  agenda  requests  to  staff  who  already  working  on  similar  efforts  to  |onrca Fts 
make  a  recommendation  to  the  Commission. 


9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the    Copies o 

'SO 

tyclicki 
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Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 
10.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  6:52  p.m. 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5 
p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting. asp?id=61 005,  (3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item 
above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish(5)sfqov. org  within  three  business 
days  of  a  meeting.  Explanatory  documents  that  are  received  after  posting  of  this  agenda  are  available  on  the  website  or  upon  request  to  the  Commission 
Secretary  at  the  contact  information  listed  above. 

Approved:  June  9,  2008 
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1  /of! 


DMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice  Chair),  Jane 
urieFrancis  Martin 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  May  12,  2008  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Discussion  and 
Action)  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Minutes  of  the  May  12,  2008  Policy  Committee  Meeting 

http://sfQov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=81537) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

4.  Results  of  Construction  Demolition  Debris  Recovery  Ordinance  No.  27-06.  (Informational  Report 
and  Discussion)  SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director;  SPEAKER:  Mary  Williams,  Construction  and 
Demolition  Recycling  Coordinator 

5.  Mandatory  Recycling  Proposal.  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion).  SPONSOR:  Jared 
Blumenfeld,  Director;  SPEAKERS:  Robert  Haley,  Recycling  Program  Manager  and  Jack  Macy, 
Commercial  Recycling  Coordinator 

6.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

7.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

8.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

9.  Adjournment. 

'mica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

I  L:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

'  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
;  i  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=61005, 
\  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355- 
',  09,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish@sfqov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  Explanatory  documents  that  are  received 
i  er  posting  of  this  agenda  are  available  on  the  website  or  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  the  contact  information  listed 
i  ove. 


» this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 

I  immittee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 

i  ly  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 

I  the  public  will  exceed  15  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

'  e  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 

>  plies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 

I 

1.    Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 


Public  Comment 


2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  I 
Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the 
Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and 
the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI 
accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenu 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall  be 
4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meetin; 
a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to 
make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Jr.,  Sunshine  Task  Force 
Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724; 
Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf(5)sfqov.orq.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine 
Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfqov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-31 12;  web  site  atwww.sfgov.org/ethics. 


3fieFf 


Important  Information 


The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be  | 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin,  written  comments 
regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which  cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission 
Secretary  by  that  time  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above. 


When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree-free 
paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary  and  the  public. 

i 

Posted:  June  3,  2008 
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One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Monday,  June  9,  2008,  5:00  P.M. 


City  Hall,  Room  421 


JUL  1  6  2008 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


)MMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
jrieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:05  p.m.  Present:  Chair 
Wald,  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  May  12,  2008  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Discussion  and 
Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  Martin,  the  May  12,  2008 
Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (Explanatory  Document:  May  12,  2008  Approved 
Minutes). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Results  of  Construction  Demolition  Debris  Recovery  Ordinance  No.  27-06.  (Informational  Report 
and  Discussion)  (Explanatory  Document:  Ordinance)  SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director; 
SPEAKER:  Mary  Williams,  Construction  and  Demolition  Recycling  Coordinator 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  Building  Inspection,  and  Norcal 
put  a  lot  of  effort  into  getting  the  Ordinance  passed  and  that  it  took  about  three  years  of  planning  to 
make  it  a  reality.  Director  Blumenfeld  introduced  Ms.  Williams  who  has  been  working  on  implementing 
the  ordinance  through  education  and  outreach  to  contractors  and  related  entities. 

Excerpt  from  Informational  Report  by  Ms.  Williams:  Ms.  Williams  reported  that  the  Construction  and 
Demolition  (C&D)  Debris  Recovery  Ordinance  created  Chapter  14  of  the  Environment  Code  and  has 
affected  the  Building,  Health,  and  Police  Codes.  Part  of  the  Ordinance  requires  that  the  Department 
report  to  the  Commission  within  two  years  of  the  effective  date  on  the  results  of  the  Ordinance  including 
quantity  recovered  from  landfill  and  recommended  amendments  to  the  Ordinance.  Ms.  Williams 
reported  that  that  San  Francisco  is  a  leader  in  environmental  issues  with  this  Ordinance  and  the 
Department  has  received  a  lot  of  inquiries  from  around  the  country. 

Ms.  Williams  provided  a  background  summary  of  the  Ordinance.  It  was  stated  that  the  Ordinance  took 
effect  on  July  1,  2006,  and  that  Ms.  Williams  started  work  implementing  the  Ordinance  on  August  1  of 
that  same  year.  The  Ordinance  requires  that  no  construction  and  demolition  debris  can  be  put  in 
garbage  or  taken  to  a  landfill,  and  that  the  debris  needs  to  be  recycled  or  reused.  There  are  a  couple  of 
ways  that  can  be  done  (1 )  source  separation  at  the  job  site,  which  means  a  particular  commodity  is 
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separated  from  everything  else  and  is  taken  to  a  facility  that  will  recycle  or  reuse  that  material;  and  (2) 
other  debris  which  is  mixed  debris  has  to  be  handled  differently  and  has  to  be  taken  to  a  registered 
facility  (facilities  that  have  proven  that  they  can  divert  (recycle)  at  least  65%  of  the  material).  The  mixed 
debris  has  to  be  taken  to  a  registered  facility  by  a  registered  transporter  and  nearly  everyone  that  is 
hauling  debris  needs  to  be  registered.  The  Ordinance  is  streamlined  because  it  does  not  require  that 
any  forms  be  filled  out  or  any  deposits  be  made  with  one  exception  of  a  Demolition  and  Debris 
Recovery  Plan,  which  is  a  form  that  the  applicant  has  to  fill  out  and  get  approved  by  the  Department  of 
the  Environment  before  the  Building  Department  will  issue  a  full  demolition  permit.  This  form  applies 
only  to  full  demolition  of  buildings,  and  not  to  remodeling  or  tenant  improvement  works. 

Ms.  Williams  reported  that  when  the  Ordinance  began,  there  was  no  infrastructure,  so  handouts  were 
created  for  different  activities.  The  Department  of  Building  Inspection  (DBI)  supplies  a  handout  with 
every  building  permit  that  they  issue  that  is  a  good  information  tool  about  the  Ordinance.  After  outreach 
material  was  created,  potential  facilities  and  transporters  were  contacted  by  phone  to  inform  them  of 
the  Ordinance.  Databases  were  created  to  record  each  and  every  contact  of  potential  transporters  or 
facilities  so  there  is  a  record  of  every  company  and  who  has  been  contacted.  A  lot  of  outreach  efforts 
have  been  achieved  to  try  and  educate  and  inform  interested  parties,  not  only  potential  transporters, 
etc.  but  also  contractors,  architects,  etc. 

Ms.  Williams  reported  that  there  are  nine  registered  facilities  at  this  time.  In  order  to  get  registered,  an 
application  has  to  be  filled  out  telling  the  Department  about  the  amount  of  mixed  debris  that  is  received, 
what  is  done  with  it,  how  it  is  processed,  where  it  goes,  and  calculations  must  be  supplied  to  prove  that 
65%  of  the  material  can  be  diverted  from  landfill.  After  the  application  has  been  reviewed,  a  site  visit  is 
done  to  verify  what  is  really  being  done,  and  an  interview  takes  place  where  there  is  discussion  about 
markets  and  where  the  material  is  being  taken.  If  the  information  supplied  is  correct,  the  facility 
receives  a  certificate  of  registration  that  is  good  for  two  years. 

The  Ordinance  also  requires  annual  facility  inspections  and  for  facilities  to  provide  annual  reports  to  the 
Department.  Facilities  are  contacted  periodically  in  order  to  ask  questions  and  to  ask  whether  they 
have  found  new  markets,  etc.  The  first  facilities  were  registered  in  September  2006  and  the  first 
transporters  in  November  2006.  Thanks  to  a  lot  of  volunteers  who  have  helped  to  do  cold  calling,  the 
Department  has  registered  184  transporters  from  14  counties,  the  farthest  being  in  Leggett,  California 
(Mendocino  County).  Volunteers  and  Department  staff  have  made  nearly  1700  "touches"  to  potential 
transporters  alone,  so  it  has  been  a  huge  effort  to  reach  those  people  as  it  may  take  four  to  six  calls  to 
get  someone's  attention  and  get  them  registered.  Ms.  Williams  reported  that  at  this  time,  38 
applications  (The  Demolition  Debris  Recovery  Plan)  have  been  approved  since  DBI  started  enforcing 
that  part  of  the  Ordinance.  Some  of  the  final  reports  as  required  by  the  Ordinance  showed  a  diversion 
rate  as  high  as  87%  -  97%. 

Chair  Wald  asked  what  is  required  to  be  a  registered  transporter.  Ms.  Williams  explained  that  you  need 
to  agree  to  abide  by  the  Ordinance  and  that  it  applies  only  to  transporters  with  a  larger  size  truck  or 
dump  truck,  so  homeowners  or  someone  with  a  small  pickup  truck  does  not  need  to  register.  A  copy  of 
the  registration  certificate  has  to  be  kept  in  transporter's  truck,  and  the  transporter  is  required  to  keep 
receipts  provided  from  facilities  where  mixed  debris  is  taken.  A  request  for  receipts  from  different  job 
locations  may  be  requested  as  part  of  enforcement. 

Ms.  Williams  stated  that  a  comparison  was  made  on  diversion  results  or  quantity  recovered  from  landfill 
for  calendar  years  2006  and  2007.  It  was  explained  that  2006  is  the  year  the  Ordinance  started  and 
even  though  it  took  effect  in  July,  it  wasn't  up  and  running  until  towards  the  end  of  the  year,  so  that  year 
was  used  as  the  base  figure.  A  review  was  conducted  on  the  tonnage  that  was  going  from  San 
Francisco  to  San  Mateo  landfills.  That  location  was  selected  because  a  huge  amount  of  C&D  material 
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is  routed  there;  it  is  close  by,  and  would  be  the  logical  place  for  people  to  go.  For  2006,  San  Mateo 
County  received  over  88,000  tons  of  material  from  San  Francisco.  When  that  figure  was  compared  to 
the  2007  figures,  there  was  a  decrease  of  nearly  13,000  tons  or  15%  of  the  material  from  San 
Francisco  that  went  to  San  Mateo  County  landfills  as  a  result  of  the  C&D  Ordinance.  For  the  same  two- 
year  period,  the  Department  looked  at  the  mixed  debris  tonnage  that  the  registered  facilities  had  taken 
in.  At  the  end  of  2007,  for  the  six  registered  facilities  at  the  time  (there  are  currently  nine),  the 
difference  between  2006  and  2007  was  an  increase  of  251/4%-26,300+  tons.  In  summary,  since  August 
2006,  the  Ordinance  is  successful,  materials  have  been  diverted  from  landfill,  and  there  has  been  an 
increase  in  the  mixed  debris  that  is  going  to  registered  facilities.  Because  of  this  success,  there  are  no 
recommendations  to  change  the  ordinance  at  this  time. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  asked  if  there  was  an  incentive  for  a  project  sponsor  to  deconstruct  rather  than 
demolish  thereby  allowing  the  reuse  of  some  of  the  building  materials,  and  whether  there  was  anything 
built  into  the  Ordinance  to  do  so.  Ms.  Williams  stated  that  the  Ordinance  addresses  only  construction 
and  demolition,  not  reuse,  with  the  exception  of  promoting  the  highest  and  best  use,  but  there  is  no 
requirement  or  suggestion  for  deconstruction.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin 
suggested  looking  toward  reuse  in  the  future.  Mr.  Robert  Haley,  Recycling  Manager  reported  that  Ms. 
Williams  is  reuse  oriented,  has  experience  and  is  providing  education  on  reuse.  Ms.  Williams  reported 
that  part  of  her  outreach  efforts  has  been  to  talk  to  contractors  and  big  construction  companies  and 
their  managers,  and  reported  that  many  people  are  inspired  to  reuse  but  there  are  hurdles  such  as 
space,  time  and  know-how.  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  there  can  be  tax  benefits,  so  there  are  ways  to  make 
it  work.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  the  Department  currently  provides  outreach  and  education  to 
people  who  are  seeking  to  reuse  but  don't  know  how.  Ms.  Williams  stated  that  she  informs  people  of 
what  she  knows  and  gives  them  contacts  of  people  to  talk  to.  It  was  explained  that  the  Department's 
website  "Eco-Finder"  is  another  good  resource. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  to  summarize  the  effect  of  the  Ordinance  on  the  Police  Code.  Ms. 
Williams  stated  that  the  Police  Code  is  mostly  about  including  the  Ordinance  requirement  in  their 
enforcement  procedure.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  there  is  a  relationship  with  this  Ordinance  and 
illegal  dumping.  Ms.  Williams  stated  it  would  probably  be  classified  under  litter  in  the  Police  Code.  It 
was  reported  that  even  though  there  are  no  up  front  fees  and  forms,  there  are  severe  penalties  for  non- 
compliance, up  to  $1000  a  day  for  the  first  infringement,  up  to  $5000  a  day  for  the  second,  and  then 
there  is  the  possibility  of  a  jail  sentence. 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  providing  incentives  for  local  transporters  and  facilities  and  asked 
if  there  is  a  list  of  available  haulers  that  can  be  referenced.  It  was  stated  that  through  outreach  efforts, 
a  C&D  information  page  that  includes  an  updated  list  of  transporters  and  facilities  has  been  added  to 
the  Department's  website.  Ms.  Williams  reported  that  one  of  the  transporters  registered  in  Hollister 
reported  to  her  that  he  does  not  really  come  to  San  Francisco,  but  is  registered  as  a  backup  for 
someone  he  does  business  with. 

Chair  Wald  asked  whether  consideration  had  been  given  to  extending  the  program  to  projects  that  only 
involved  partial  demolition.  Ms.  Williams  reported  that  the  Ordinance  applies  to  all  projects  in  San 
Francisco  that  are  recycling  or  diverting  the  material  from  landfill,  so  it  is  illegal  to  take  any  material 
from  any  project  to  landfill  or  to  put  it  in  the  garbage.  It  is  only  in  the  case  of  a  full  demolition,  that  a 
person  would  have  to  fill  out  the  form  and  indicate  how  they  are  going  to  divert  the  material.  Mr.  Haley 
reported  that  they  did  not  want  to  do  a  lot  of  forms,  but  full  demolition  is  where  they  felt  the  form  could 
be  helpful  and  the  ordinance  could  be  managed  in  a  non-bureaucratic  way.  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  he 
would  prefer  not  to  extend  the  forms  if  possible.    It  was  stated  that  DBI  already  was  using  a  full 
demolition  permit  form  and  there  aren't  others  being  utilized  at  this  time,  so  if  more  forms  were  created, 
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it  would  require  additional  staff  that  are  not  currently  available  to  handle  the  implementation  of  the 
Ordinance. 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  when  you  think  conceptually  of  getting  to  zero  waste  or  to  the  70% 
diversion  rate,  a  huge  percentage  of  that  target  is  brought  about  through  C&D  material,  so  it  is  not  an 
insignificant  issue.  It  was  explained  that  the  number  one  priority  is  how  to  make  sure  less  material  goes 
to  the  San  Mateo  landfill  facility.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  deconstruction  may  be  an  answer  to 
that  goal.  Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  deconstruction  at  Treasure  Island  on  a  few  small  buildings 
was  attempted,  and  it  was  determined  that  it  would  take  too  long  and  cost  too  much.  Ms.  Williams 
reported  that  she  had  attended  a  house  deconstruction  in  Atherton  where  they  got  over13  tons  of  wood 
from  that  house,  but  it  was  a  long  and  tedious  process. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  there  would  be  any  obvious  refinements  to  the  process  of  sorting  at  the 
facility.  Ms.  Williams  stated  that  the  facilities  do  not  pull  out  material  for  reuse.  Chair  Wald  asked  if 
plans  could  be  developed  so  that  there  is  consideration  for  reuse.  Ms.  Williams  discussed  the 
infeasibility  due  to  the  time  required  for  approval  of  a  demolition  permit.  It  was  explained  that  approval 
of  a  demolition  permit  oftentimes  requires  other  department  permit  approvals  and  a  requirement  for 
notification  to  neighbors.  An  estimate  of  a  completion  date  of  the  demolition  may  be  given,  but  it  often 
exceeds  that.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  they  could  use  that  time  to  plan  out  the  demolition 
methodically.  Mr.  Haley  reported  that  there  are  a  lot  of  cities  that  require  plans,  but  none  of  them  have 
addressed  deconstruction  very  well  through  the  planning  process  as  it  takes  a  lot  of  time  and  a  lot  of 
people.  It  was  suggested  considering  how  to  promote  reuse  without  a  plan  as  DBI  does  not  want  to 
take  more  time  on  the  projects. 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  the  Department  rents  a  site  from  the  Port  called  Building  Resources 
where  people  could  bring  their  doors,  windows,  etc.;  but  indicated  that  there  isn't  a  market  for 
purchasing  reused  material.  Mr.  Haley  reported  that  Treasure  Island  is  the  perfect  place  for  a  reuse 
project  as  feasible  buildings  have  been  identified,  but  there  are  challenges  being  reviewed  that  include 
a  lack  of  facilities  in  the  area,  problem  material  such  as  asphalt  shingles  that  goes  to  landfill,  and  a 
limited  market  for  reuse. 

Ms.  Williams  reported  on  the  large  number  of  companies  that  have  no  knowledge  about  the  Ordinance. 
Ms.  Williams  explained  that  twice  a  month,  she  hosts  a  table  at  the  DBI  Central  Permitting  Counter  in 
order  to  talk  to  people  before  they  get  their  permit.  Ms.  Williams  stated  that  she  had  started  calling 
from  the  yellow  pages  and  other  leads,  but  a  lot  of  companies  do  not  advertise.  It  was  reported  that 
information  from  the  Tax  Collector's  office  is  not  always  fruitful  because  people  oftentimes  identify  their 
business  as  "other"  when  applying  for  business  licenses.  Chair  Wald  suggested  asking  the  people  at 
the  landfill  to  hand  out  brochures  as  an  outreach  mechanism.  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  landfill  employees 
or  owners  have  been  approached  with  this  request,  but  have  a  disinterest  because  it  does  not  coincide 
with  their  business  interests.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  posting  an  informational  sign  close  to 
the  landfill.  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  the  City  does  not  have  authority  over  the  San  Mateo  landfill  as  it  is  not 
in  its  jurisdiction. 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  would  receive  a  report  on  the 
C&D  Ordinance  at  their  next  meeting  in  July. 

Public  Comment 

Mr.  Todd  Lewis,  Omega  Pacific  Electrical  Supply,  stated  that  there  is  a  list  of  haulers  on  the  City's 
Small  Business  website  as  well  as  a  list  of  contractors,  suppliers,  and  firms  from  related  disciplines.  Ms. 
Williams  reported  that  she  had  made  a  presentation  to  the  Human  Rights  Commission  in  front  of  that 
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group  of  people  and  they  have  the  literature.  Mr.  Lewis  stated  that  email  addresses  are  on  that  list  as 
well.  Ms.  Williams  stated  that  she  would  follow-up. 

Ms.  Janice  Sitton  of  Good  Green  Graces  reported  on  Northern  California  Recycling  Association's  tours 
of  a  C&D  facility  in  Napa  that  are  scheduled  for  next  Thursday  and  are  open  to  attendees. 

5.  Mandatory  Recycling  Proposal.  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion)  Explanatory  Documents:  Draft 
Ordinance  and  Outline  of  Proposal)  SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director;  SPEAKERS:  Robert 
Haley,  Recycling  Program  Manager  and  Jack  Macy,  Commercial  Recycling  Coordinator 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  the  Mayor  at  the  Earth  Day  breakfast  asked  the  Department  to  create 
legislation  for  mandatory  recycling  in  San  Francisco  in  a  month  from  his  request.  It  was  explained  that 
Mr.  Haley  and  Mr.  Macy  have  been  working  on  this  effort,  and  that  the  draft  ordinance  would  be 
reviewed  by  the  Deputy  City  Attorney  and  then  be  forwarded  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  after  the 
Commission  provides  policy  direction.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  it  is  believed  that  75%  diversion 
won't  be  achieved  without  mandatory  recycling  and  composting  in  San  Francisco  for  all  municipal, 
residential,  and  commercial  properties. 

Mr.  Haley  reported  that  after  decades  of  voluntary,  convenient,  nation-leading  programs,  award-winning 
outreach  and  financial  incentives,  36%  of  what  San  Francisco  sends  to  landfills  is  compostable 
(primarily  food  scraps)  and  31%  is  recyclable  (mostly  paper).  This  is  essentially  true  for  all  sectors 
(residential,  commercial  and  City  government).  If  this  amount  could  be  captured,  the  City  would  be  at 
90%  diversion.  It  was  explained  that  mandatory  recycling  would  be  the  most  important  thing  that  the 
City  can  do  in  terms  of  increasing  participation  in  order  to  reach  zero  waste  goals.  Mr.  Haley  reported 
that  other  local  and  state  governments  have  done  mandatory  recycling  of  various  materials  and 
composting  yard  trimmings,  but  that  San  Francisco  would  be  the  first  to  do  mandatory  composting  of 
food  scraps  citywide.  It  was  reported  that  Mr.  Macy  attended  a  meeting  in  the  East  Bay,  and  they  are 
talking  about  mandatory  recycling  and  composting  and  landfill  bans,  but  it  is  hoped  that  San  Francisco 
will  make  this  happen  as  soon  as  possible  in  order  to  increase  diversion  and  to  continue  being  the  lead. 
Mr.  Haley  explained  that  approximately  15%  of  San  Francisco  apartment  buildings  do  not  have 
recycling  available,  and  approximately  10%  have  food  composting,  so  there  is  work  to  be  done  with 
apartments. 

Mr.  Haley  discussed  the  key  provisions  and  concepts  of  the  ordinance  as  referenced  in  the  Outline  of 
Proposal.  It  was  explained  that  regulations  would  have  to  be  written  after  the  ordinance  is  approved. 
Additional  language  would  be  added  to  the  ordinance  that  states  that  if  you  are  generating  material  in 
San  Francisco,  you  cannot  haul  recyclables  or  compostables  to  other  landfills.  An  important  part  of  the 
vision  that  would  happen  in  the  201 1  rate  process  that  is  not  talked  about  in  the  ordinance  is  enhancing 
financial  incentives  for  recycling  and  composting.  The  intent  is  to  try  to  put  in  another  level  of  rates  in 
201 1  that  would  essentially  disincentivize  people  from  putting  a  lot  of  recycling  and  composting  in  the 
trash  by  charging  them  a  higher  rate.  That  money  would  be  used  to  separate  their  trash  and  to 
construct  a  new  facility.  This  ordinance  is  saying  that  you  have  to  compost  and  is  creating  fines  and 
enforcement  mechanisms. 

Mr.  Macy  stated  that  staff  has  spent  years  developing  these  innovative  programs  and  has  worked  hard 
on  rate  incentives  for  many  years.  It  was  explained  that  San  Francisco  currently  has  the  most 
progressive  rate  structure  especially  for  commercial  enterprises.  Mr.  Macy  stated  that  he  has 
researched  rate  structures  around  the  country  for  composting  and  does  not  know  of  any  other  rate 
structure  that  incentivizes  composting  like  ours  and  that  has  helped  develop  programs.  Mandatory 
recycling  would  be  adding  another  tool.  Mr.  Haley  indicated  that  everything  that  can  be  done  without 
requiring  mandatory  recycling  has  been  done.  Mr.  Macy  stated  that  there  is  a  strong  compelling  case 
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for  mandatory  recycling  and  there  are  benefits  and  opportunities  to  doing  so.  Mr.  Macy  cited  a  report 
that  was  just  released,  "Stop  Trashing  the  Climate"  that  makes  a  powerful  case  about  climate  change 
and  reducing  waste.  A  discussion  was  held  on  the  main  section  of  the  ordinance  beginning  at  the  top 
of  page  7,  SEC.  1803  Draft  Ordinance.  It  was  stated  that  the  ordinance  has  been  written  in  broad 
language  to  indicate  what  the  requirements  are,  and  there  is  an  ability  through  regulation  to  fine  tune 
definitions  and  procedures. 

Mr.  Macy  explained  that  fees  are  charged  for  recycling  and  composting  in  the  commercial  sector,  but 
not  for  the  residential  sector  because  many  businesses  have  daily  pick-up;  whereas,  residents  have 
pick  up  once  a  week.  Chair  Wald  suggested  the  possibility  of  charging  residents  for  recycling  and 
composting  as  is  done  in  the  commercial  sector.  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  it  would  be  more  feasible  to 
charge  residents  for  composting  and  recycling  when  mandatory  recycling  becomes  law  in  order  to  not 
disincentivize  the  program.  It  was  stated  that  adjustments  would  be  considered  during  the  next  rate 
process  in  201 1 .  Mr.  Haley  explained  that  the  rate  process  is  not  controlled  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
so  it  cannot  be  written  into  the  Ordinance-it  is  controlled  by  a  Rate  Board  appointed  just  for  that 
purpose. 

Chair  Wald  stated  that  making  the  best  possible  case  for  mandatory  recycling  is  absolutely  key  to  its 
success  and  should  go  beyond  the  ordinance.  It  was  suggested  including  information  about  how  much 
residential  and  commercial  recycling  is  going  on  now  and  what  if  anything  other  people  are  doing  in 
other  places.  Chair  Wald  explained  that  this  kind  of  information  would  answer  questions  and  not  scare 
people  when  looking  at  the  proposal.  Mr.  Haley  indicated  that  San  Francisco  voters  have  been  polled 
and  they  are  extremely  supportive  of  mandatory  recycling,  but  a  strong  case  has  to  be  built  for  the  15% 
that  do  not  support  it.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  adding  information  that  the  media  can  report 
on  and  help  publicize.  Chair  Wald  stated  that  it  does  not  have  to  be  in  the  ordinance  findings,  but 
should  be  included  in  outreach  and  public  education.  Mr.  Haley  indicated  that  the  findings  may  be  taken 
out  of  the  Ordinance,  and  it  is  just  an  effort  to  give  people  an  idea  of  why  this  is  being  done. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  there  is  any  protection  for  landlords  if  their  tenants  do  not  comply  and 
discussed  using  locks  for  the  recycling  bins  in  order  to  avoid  scavenging  and  mixing.  Mr.  Macy  stated 
that  landlords  cannot  be  made  responsible  if  their  tenants  do  not  comply.  It  was  explained  that  the 
fines  section  in  the  enforcement  section  on  page  1 1  ii)  has  a  provision  for  anyone  that  is  part  of  a 
tenant  landlord  facility,  that  indicates  that  there  will  not  be  fines  or  penalties  except  through  the 
adoption  of  any  regulations  that  would  go  into  effect  after  the  new  rate  structure  in  July  201 1 .  Mr.  Haley 
stated  that  the  complexity  in  these  buildings  is  recognized  as  there  is  no  total  control  as  with  single- 
family  residential  buildings. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  landlord  associations  or  businesses  have  been  contacted  for 
feedback.  Mr.  Macy  indicated  that  landlord  and  restaurant  associations  have  been  contacted  and  have 
discussed  their  main  concerns.  Most  businesses  would  participate  because  they  would  save  money 
but  there  has  not  been  success  meeting  with  them  yet  on  this  issue.  Mr.  Macy  explained  that  the  draft 
ordinance  was  sent  to  key  stakeholders  once  it  was  completed  on  Thursday  of  the  week  before  the 
meeting,  so  there  has  not  been  a  lot  of  time  to  respond.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended 
contacting  tenant  advocacy  groups  also.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  issue  of  whether  you  can 
pass  through  fines  is  being  postponed  until  201 1 .  Chair  Wald  stated  that  she  is  bothered  by  the  fact 
that  there  is  going  to  be  mandatory  recycling  without  enforcement.  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  if  you  have 
room  to  put  recycling  and  composting  in  place,  you  would  be  expected  to  do  so  under  this  Ordinance 
and  it  can  be  enforced  if  it  is  not  done.  There  are  certain  things  that  are  enforceable  and  certain  things 
that  exemptions  are  being  given  for  such  as  two-year  and  space  limitation  exemptions.  It  was 
explained  that  if  you  are  in  a  situation  where  you  can  control  the  situation,  it  is  expected  that  recycling 
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will  be  done  and  then  fines  will  be  levied  if  it  is  not.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  problem  is  that 
there  is  no  way  of  knowing  what  the  tenant  contribution  to  the  landlord's  problem  is. 

Chair  Wald  suggested  separating  recycling  requirements  by  sectors  (commercial,  residential, 
municipal)  in  the  ordinance  so  it  is  clear.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended  using  the  word  landfill 
instead  of  trash  for  the  black  bin  because  trash  seems  to  imply  all  of  it,  and  landfill  communicates 
where  it  is  actually  going.  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  landfill  is  preferred  but  it  is  hard  to  communicate  that 
term  to  the  public  as  a  lot  of  people  do  not  know  what  the  landfill  is  and  in  different  settings,  different 
terminology  is  used.  It  is  also  possible  that  some  trash  could  go  to  another  location  other  than  landfill. 
Chair  Wald  asked  why  on  page  8  (4),  line  6,  it  says,  "new  or  expanded  multifamily  or  commercial 
buildings  may  be  subject  to"  instead  of  "will  be  subject  to"  and  recommended  consulting  the  Deputy  City 
Attorney. 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  on  page  9,  4(c)  adding  to  the  container  an  account  number  or 
name  of  who  the  container  belongs  to  in  order  to  identify  whose  contents  are  mixed  or  not.  Director 
Blumenfeld  explained  that  there  is  a  number  on  each  bin.  Mr.  Paul  Giusti,  Sunset  Scavenger,  reported 
that  in  certain  circumstances  labels  are  attached  to  containers  to  identify  who  they  belong  to,  especially 
in  multi-use  buildings  where  there  may  be  different  commercial  or  residential  customers.  Otherwise, 
because  they  try  to  be  as  customer  service  oriented  as  possible  to  businesses,  they  may  pick  up  one 
business  on  a  different  day  than  another  business.  It  was  explained  that  customers  are  oftentimes 
identified  by  where  they  place  their  container.  Mr.  Giusti  stated  that  whether  a  container  needs  to  be 
marked  may  be  determined  on  a  customer  by  customer  basis.  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  you  could  identify 
who  the  container  belongs  to  because  you  are  charging  for  the  containers,  and  if  they  are 
contaminated,  the  customer  would  be  contacted.  Mr.  Giusti  explained  that  with  the  new  rate  structure, 
commercial  customers  are  charged  based  on  the  size  of  the  container.  Commissioner  Martin  stated 
that  enforcement  of  a  fine  would  require  supplying  evidence  proving  that  it  was  that  person  or  business 
responsible.  Mr.  Haley  stated  they  would  consider  this  more  in  the  future. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  likes  the  idea  of  not  picking  up  a  container  if  it  has  mixed 
material  but  asked  whether  the  Health  Department  had  been  contacted  for  their  thoughts.  Mr.  Haley 
reported  that  neither  the  Health  Department  nor  the  Department  of  Public  Works  would  likely  be 
receptive  to  this  idea.  State  law  simply  states  that  you  have  to  pick  up  on  a  weekly  basis  so  if  you  are 
not  leaving  it  more  than  a  week,  you  are  not  violating  state  law,  but  more  conversations  have  to  be 
held.  Chair  Wald  suggested  giving  people  options  so  they  could  call  for  pick  up  if  they  promise  not  to 
do  it  again  and  recommended  creating  a  regulatory  mechanism. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  if  the  collector  would  be  receptive  to  what  would  be  a  time  consuming 
task  to  keep  track  of  who  warnings  have  been  issued  to  and  making  a  list  of  the  violators  to  give  to  the 
Department  Director.  Mr.  Giusti  stated  that  the  collection  process  is  a  semi-automated  system,  and 
collectors  do  not  lift  the  lids  to  identify  the  contents,  but  that  doesn't  mean  that  they  can't  issue  a  tag  if 
they  see  something  in  the  can  that  is  not  supposed  to  be  there.  It  was  reported  that  there  is  a  system 
now  that  drivers  place  tags  for  contaminated  recycling,  and  information  is  brought  to  the  dispatch  office, 
and  customer  service  adds  that  information  into  the  account,  so  it  is  known  that  this  customer  has  been 
given  information  about  hazardous  waste.  Mr.  Giusti  stated  that  system  could  be  expanded  on  and  he 
would  like  to  discuss  this  issue  with  the  Department.  Mr.  Giusti  stated  that  he  would  like  to  see  what 
Seattle  has  done  in  their  program,  how  they  balance  it  against  customer  service,  how  often  they  have 
to  do  it,  and  the  results.  It  was  explained  that  one  of  the  areas  that  has  made  the  program  so 
successful  is  the  level  of  customer  service  provided  and  that  people's  carts  are  not  left  out.  Customers 
are  warned  that  if  they  have  mixed  material  in  their  bins  that  they  would  be  charged  as  garbage  and  not 
as  free  recycling.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  requiring  the  customer  to  contact  the  collector  for 
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pickup  and  charging  rather  than  leaving  the  container  for  a  week.  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  in  this  case, 
Norcal  would  collect  the  container  and  keep  the  money. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  has  not  seen  any  conspicuous  labeling  of  compostables  when 
she  goes  to  food  courts  and  asked  if  any  progress  has  been  made  with  labeling.  Mr.  Haley  reported 
that  he  is  starting  to  see  good  restaurant  labeling  and  that  UCSF  has  a  good  new  labeling  system.  Mr. 
Macy  reported  that  progress  has  been  made  through  manufacturers  and  distributors,  but  that  right  now 
there  are  technology  limitations.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  he  would  like  for  the  Department 
through  the  Commission  to  identify  a  graphic  and  a  labeling  hierarchy.  Mr.  Haley  reported  that  there  are 
several  state  bills  around  this  issue  and  staff  may  be  testifying  on  this  issue  next  week.  Mr.  Macy 
reported  that  he  has  talked  to  the  Federal  Trade  Commission  (FTC)  about  their  guidelines,  and 
explained  that  part  of  the  issue  is  to  specify  what  appropriate  signage  is  and  developing  systems  to 
properly  identify  where  things  go. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  has  seen  volunteers  working  at  the  Ferry  Building  directing 
people  how  to  recycle  and  compost  and  stated  that  the  next  best  thing  to  a  live  person  would  be  to  tape 
something  on  the  wall  above  the  actual  container  identifying  what  type  of  material  should  go  in  that 
particular  container.  Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  about  incentives  for  commercial  users  to  reduce. 
Mr.  Haley  stated  that  for  commercial  rates,  the  capacity  charge  is  essentially  a  source  reduction 
incentive.  Mr.  Macy  explained  that  commercial  users  are  paying  for  every  container,  so  it  is  cheaper  for 
them  not  to  have  a  container.  Mr.  Haley  reported  that  in  the  next  rate  cycle  a  super  composter/recycler 
rate  will  be  considered. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  that  the  Commission  or  the  Board  of  Supervisors  consider  passing 
a  resolution  urging  the  Rate  Board  to  consider  certain  actions  as  it  pertains  to  the  rate  structure.  Mr. 
Haley  explained  that  historically  some  members  of  the  Board  have  written  letters  on  the  rate  process, 
but  a  conversation  should  be  held  with  the  Deputy  City  Attorney  on  the  correct  process.  Commissioner 
Martin  asked  if  in  the  case  when  a  mixed  model  is  being  used,  if  you  could  have  a  mixed  bin  and  a  bin 
dedicated  to  recycling  only  in  order  to  increase  the  diversion  rate.  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  in  some 
buildings  a  hybrid  system  can  be  used. 

Public  Comment 

Mr.  Todd  Lewis,  Omega  Pacific  Electrical  Supply  stated  that  they  are  the  recipient  of  the  State  of 
California's  e-waste  contract  and  asked  if  e-waste  was  being  addressed  in  the  ordinance;  e.g.,  lamps, 
ballasts,  and  batteries,  etc.  It  was  stated  that  Omega  Pacific  put  in  the  infrastructure  for  California  and  a 
multitude  of  counties  throughout  the  state  on  various  ways  to  handle  e-waste.  It  was  explained  that  it  is 
illegal  to  dump  e-waste  and  recommended  incorporating  language  on  e-waste  in  the  ordinance.  Mr. 
Haley  stated  that  it  wasn't  included  in  the  ordinance  because  it  is  already  state  law.  Chair  Wald 
recommended  including  a  category  for  e-waste.  Director  Blumenfeld  recommended  adding  it  to  the 
ordinance  stating  that  it  is  covered  by  state  law.  Mr.  Macy  stated  that  the  ordinance  does  say  in  the 
definition  of  trash  that  it  does  not  include  hazardous  waste.  Mr.  Lewis  stated  that  Omega  Pacific  issues 
certificates  of  compliance  for  small  apartment  owners  that  have  gone  through  the  recycling  process  and 
also  helps  small  firms  maintain  a  database  so  they  can  show  proof  that  they  do  all  of  the  necessary 
recycling  of  e-waste.  Mr.  Lewis  stated  that  Omega  Pacific  offers  their  services  for  a  minimal  fee. 

Ms.  Janice  Sitton,  Good  Green  Graces  (1)  stated  that  she  does  not  like  to  force  people  into 
compliance,  but  understands  that  75%  diversion  cannot  be  reached  without  a  mandate;  (2)  likes  the 
idea  of  including  the  hazardous  waste  component  in  the  ordinance  because  otherwise  it  would  end  up 
in  the  landfill;  (3)  recommended  adding  language  to  encourage  reuse;  (4)  discussed  non-availability  of 
infrastructure  and  creating  systems  to  process  the  organics  that  will  be  produced  through  this 
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ordinance;  (5)  discussed  requirements  for  mandatory  recycling  and  composting  at  events  and  the 
difficulty  of  sorting  the  materials  on  such  a  large  scale;  (6)  supports  the  idea  of  paying  for  sorting  of 
material  and  suggested  that  it  could  also  be  applied  to  special  events;  (7)  suggested  a  marketing 
campaign  to  urge  people  to  recycle  and  compost  by  saying  that  you  can  pay  someone  else  to  sort  it  or 
sort  it  yourself,  so  that  it  appears  to  be  a  choice  and  not  a  mandate;  (8)  recommended  educating  more 
people  on  the  definition  of  composting;  (9)  stated  that  non-profits  can't  afford  three  bins  for  their  events 
because  they  are  used  to  paying  $200  for  one  debris  bin  for  garbage,  and  tripling  that  to  include 
recycling  and  composting  bins  would  increase  their  budget.  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  discounts  would  be 
provided  for  recycling  and  composting.  Ms.  Sitton  stated  that  if  there  is  a  mandate,  then  there  should  be 
financial  assistance  for  non-profits  so  they  can  actually  have  the  service;  otherwise,  they  would  be  self- 
hauling  and  with  the  current  language  they  are  not  allowed  to  do  that.  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  they  could 
separate  themselves  to  avoid  the  extra  cost. 

Mr.  Paul  Giusti  stated  that  Norcal  supports  all  of  the  City's  efforts  to  reach  100%  compliance  by 
participation  through  recycling  programs.  It  was  explained  that  for  Norcal,  the  issues  they  want  to  work 
with  the  Department  on  are  the  mandatory  subscription  services.  On  the  commercial  sector,  there  isn't 
really  a  system  in  place  to  require  them  to  subscribe  to  service.  If  they  do  subscribe  to  service,  they 
simply  choose  not  to  pay  the  bill  and  service  has  to  be  terminated.  On  the  residential  sector,  there  is  a 
lien  process  so  if  a  residential  customer  does  not  pay  the  bill,  they  don't  have  to  interrupt  service.  The 
Department  of  Public  Health  put  a  lien  on  the  property  that  pays  the  garbage  bill.  Mr.  Giusti  stated  that 
this  type  of  process  should  be  created  in  the  commercial  sector  as  well. 

Mr.  Giusti  stated  that  the  issue  of  recycling  theft  also  needs  to  be  included  so  that  recycling  material  is 
counted  towards  San  Francisco's  diversion  rate,  and  that  the  rate  payers  gets  the  benefit  of  the  sale  of 
that  recyclable  material  and  not  an  organized  scavenging  fleet.  Mr.  Giusti  stated  that  he  is  looking 
forward  to  working  with  the  Department  on  the  issue  and  developing  legislation.  Commissioner  Martin 
asked  if  Mr.  Giusti  has  any  ideas  about  scavenger  theft.  Mr.  Giusti  stated  that  there  are  laws  in  the 
book  but  that  it  is  a  low  priority  for  the  Police  Department,  and  it  has  to  be  worked  on  with  the  organized 
fleets  that  are  doing  this.  Mr.  Haley  reported  that  the  ordinance  would  increase  the  penalties  for 
poaching.  Chair  Wald  suggested  the  possibility  of  putting  the  recyclables  out  in  the  morning  instead  of 
the  night  before  in  order  to  minimize  the  problem.  Commissioner  Martin  discussed  the  feasibility  of 
putting  locks  on  recycle  bins  and  discussed  current  penalties.  Mr.  Giusti  stated  that  looking  at  locking 
containers  and  issuing  keys  to  residential  customers  is  not  realistic  for  140,000  customers.  Mr.  Giusti 
was  thanked  for  the  work  he  has  done  with  Norcal  making  San  Francisco  have  the  best  diversion  rate 
in  the  state  and  probably  the  country. 

Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  next  steps  include  incorporating  the  Commissioners'  feedback,  having 
individual  meetings  with  Norcal  and  other  stakeholders,  and  then  presenting  a  draft  to  the  Deputy  City 
Attorney  for  review.  It  was  reported  that  a  draft  would  be  presented  to  the  Mayor's  Office  in  the  next 
two  to  three  weeks.  Chair  Wald  suggested  using  the  Commissioners  to  promote  this  with  the  City  and 
other  interest  groups. 

5.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  Chair  Wald  announced  that  Nestle  is  cutting  back  with  their  plans 
dramatically  for  bottled  water  production  in  Northern  California.  Commissioner  Martin  announced  that 
she  was  hoping  to  bring  the  issue  of  requiring  that  there  be  an  automatic  shut  off  or  wrench  next  to  gas 
valves  in  homes  to  reduce  the  potential  damage/fire  that  can  be  caused  as  a  result  of  an  earthquake, 
but  has  found  a  different  venue  through  the  Office  of  Emergency  Services  and  Cole  Hardware  to  get 
more  of  those  out  and  into  homes.  Commissioner  Martin  announced  that  the  Department  recently  had 
an  interesting  discussion  and  slideshow  on  raptors. 
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6.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  that  in  the  next 
presentation  of  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  Candlestick  Point  Sustainability  Plan  that  the  status  of  the 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  be  presented  that  would  include  the  definition  of  alternatives  that 
are  being  studied.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  it  may  be  appropriate  to  ask  someone  from  the 
Planning  Department's  Major  Environmental  Analysis  (MEA)  Division  or  request  that  Ms.  Bohee  from 
the  Mayor's  Office  of  Workforce  and  Economic  Development  update  the  Committee  on  that  document. 
It  was  stated  that  it  is  appropriate  for  the  Committee  to  hear  the  status  of  the  EIR  report,  when  the  draft 
is  expected  to  be  published,  length  of  time  for  a  comment  period,  and  more  specifically  what  the 
alternatives  are  that  are  being  studied.  Commissioner  Gravanis  requested  additional  future  agenda 
items  that  include  (1 )  update  from  the  Treasure  Island  redevelopment  staff  on  the  status  of  their  efforts 
to  implement  the  Tl  Sustainability  Plan  and  in  particular  the  planning  for  the  wastewater  plant;  (2)  Better 
Streets  Plan  presentation  as  it  relates  to  lighting  and  storm-water  management  and  issues  that  may 
relate  to  the  Commission's  purview;  (3)  Commission's  input  into  the  proposed  Commission  on  the 
Environment  Charter  amendment;  and  (4)  update  on  the  Wildlife  Management  Plan.  Chair  Wald 
recommended  a  status  report  on  the  bus  shelter  green  roof  project.  Commissioner  Martin  requested  a 
future  agenda  item  on  dark  skies  at  the  June  21  Policy  Committee  meeting.  Director  Blumenfeld 
reported  that  there  is  an  existing  campaign  around  dark  skies,  dark  buildings,  and  birds  during 
migratory  periods. 

7.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

8.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:17  p.m. 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5 
p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=61 005.  (3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item 
above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish(S>sfqov. org  within  three  business 
days  of  a  meeting.  Explanatory  documents  that  are  received  after  posting  of  this  agenda  are  available  on  the  website  or  upon  request  to  the  Commission 
Secretary  at  the  contact  information  listed  above. 
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30  MM  ITT  EE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
VlarieFrancis  Martin 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:05  p.m.  Present:  Chair 
Wald,  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  May  12,  2008  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Discussion  and 
Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  Martin,  the  May  12,  2008 
Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (Explanatory  Document:  May  12,  2008  Approved 
Minutes). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Results  of  Construction  Demolition  Debris  Recovery  Ordinance  No.  27-06.  (Informational  Report 
and  Discussion)  (Explanatory  Document:  Ordinance)  SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director; 
SPEAKER:  Mary  Williams,  Construction  and  Demolition  Recycling  Coordinator 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  Building  Inspection,  and  Norcal 
put  a  lot  of  effort  into  getting  the  Ordinance  passed  and  that  it  took  about  three  years  of  planning  to 
make  it  a  reality.  Director  Blumenfeld  introduced  Ms.  Williams  who  has  been  working  on  implementing 
the  ordinance  through  education  and  outreach  to  contractors  and  related  entities. 

Excerpt  from  Informational  Report  by  Ms.  Williams:  Ms.  Williams  reported  that  the  Construction  and 
Demolition  (C&D)  Debris  Recovery  Ordinance  created  Chapter  14  of  the  Environment  Code  and  has 
affected  the  Building,  Health,  and  Police  Codes.  Part  of  the  Ordinance  requires  that  the  Department 
report  to  the  Commission  within  two  years  of  the  effective  date  on  the  results  of  the  Ordinance  including 
quantity  recovered  from  landfill  and  recommended  amendments  to  the  Ordinance.  Ms.  Williams 
reported  that  that  San  Francisco  is  a  leader  in  environmental  issues  with  this  Ordinance  and  the 
Department  has  received  a  lot  of  inquiries  from  around  the  country. 

Ms.  Williams  provided  a  background  summary  of  the  Ordinance.  It  was  stated  that  the  Ordinance  took 
effect  on  July  1 ,  2006,  and  that  Ms.  Williams  started  work  implementing  the  Ordinance  on  August  1  of 
that  same  year.  The  Ordinance  requires  that  no  construction  and  demolition  debris  can  be  put  in 
garbage  or  taken  to  a  landfill,  and  that  the  debris  needs  to  be  recycled  or  reused.  There  are  a  couple  of 
ways  that  can  be  done  (1 )  source  separation  at  the  job  site,  which  means  a  particular  commodity  is 
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separated  from  everything  else  and  is  taken  to  a  facility  that  will  recycle  or  reuse  that  material;  and  (2) 
other  debris  which  is  mixed  debris  has  to  be  handled  differently  and  has  to  be  taken  to  a  registered 
facility  (facilities  that  have  proven  that  they  can  divert  (recycle)  at  least  65%  of  the  material).  The  mixed 
debris  has  to  be  taken  to  a  registered  facility  by  a  registered  transporter  and  nearly  everyone  that  is 
hauling  debris  needs  to  be  registered.  The  Ordinance  is  streamlined  because  it  does  not  require  that 
any  forms  be  filled  out  or  any  deposits  be  made  with  one  exception  of  a  Demolition  and  Debris 
Recovery  Plan,  which  is  a  form  that  the  applicant  has  to  fill  out  and  get  approved  by  the  Department  of 
the  Environment  before  the  Building  Department  will  issue  a  full  demolition  permit.  This  form  applies 
only  to  full  demolition  of  buildings,  and  not  to  remodeling  or  tenant  improvement  works. 

Ms.  Williams  reported  that  when  the  Ordinance  began,  there  was  no  infrastructure,  so  handouts  were 
created  for  different  activities.  The  Department  of  Building  Inspection  (DBI)  supplies  a  handout  with 
every  building  permit  that  they  issue  that  is  a  good  information  tool  about  the  Ordinance.  After  outreach 
material  was  created,  potential  facilities  and  transporters  were  contacted  by  phone  to  inform  them  of 
the  Ordinance.  Databases  were  created  to  record  each  and  every  contact  of  potential  transporters  or 
facilities  so  there  is  a  record  of  every  company  and  who  has  been  contacted.  A  lot  of  outreach  efforts 
have  been  achieved  to  try  and  educate  and  inform  interested  parties,  not  only  potential  transporters, 
etc.  but  also  contractors,  architects,  etc. 

Ms.  Williams  reported  that  there  are  nine  registered  facilities  at  this  time.  In  order  to  get  registered,  an 
application  has  to  be  filled  out  telling  the  Department  about  the  amount  of  mixed  debris  that  is  received, 
what  is  done  with  it,  how  it  is  processed,  where  it  goes,  and  calculations  must  be  supplied  to  prove  that 
65%  of  the  material  can  be  diverted  from  landfill.  After  the  application  has  been  reviewed,  a  site  visit  is 
done  to  verify  what  is  really  being  done,  and  an  interview  takes  place  where  there  is  discussion  about 
markets  and  where  the  material  is  being  taken.  If  the  information  supplied  is  correct,  the  facility 
receives  a  certificate  of  registration  that  is  good  for  two  years. 

The  Ordinance  also  requires  annual  facility  inspections  and  for  facilities  to  provide  annual  reports  to  the 
Department.  Facilities  are  contacted  periodically  in  order  to  ask  questions  and  to  ask  whether  they 
have  found  new  markets,  etc.  The  first  facilities  were  registered  in  September  2006  and  the  first 
transporters  in  November  2006.  Thanks  to  a  lot  of  volunteers  who  have  helped  to  do  cold  calling,  the 
Department  has  registered  184  transporters  from  14  counties,  the  farthest  being  in  Leggett,  California 
(Mendocino  County).  Volunteers  and  Department  staff  have  made  nearly  1700  "touches"  to  potential 
transporters  alone,  so  it  has  been  a  huge  effort  to  reach  those  people  as  it  may  take  four  to  six  calls  to 
get  someone's  attention  and  get  them  registered.  Ms.  Williams  reported  that  at  this  time,  38 
applications  (The  Demolition  Debris  Recovery  Plan)  have  been  approved  since  DBI  started  enforcing 
that  part  of  the  Ordinance.  Some  of  the  final  reports  as  required  by  the  Ordinance  showed  a  diversion 
rate  as  high  as  87%  -  97%. 

Chair  Wald  asked  what  is  required  to  be  a  registered  transporter.  Ms.  Williams  explained  that  you  need 
to  agree  to  abide  by  the  Ordinance  and  that  it  applies  only  to  transporters  with  a  larger  size  truck  or 
dump  truck,  so  homeowners  or  someone  with  a  small  pickup  truck  does  not  need  to  register.  A  copy  of 
the  registration  certificate  has  to  be  kept  in  transporter's  truck,  and  the  transporter  is  required  to  keep 
receipts  provided  from  facilities  where  mixed  debris  is  taken.  A  request  for  receipts  from  different  job 
locations  may  be  requested  as  part  of  enforcement. 

Ms.  Williams  stated  that  a  comparison  was  made  on  diversion  results  or  quantity  recovered  from  landfill 
for  calendar  years  2006  and  2007.  It  was  explained  that  2006  is  the  year  the  Ordinance  started  and 
even  though  it  took  effect  in  July,  it  wasn't  up  and  running  until  towards  the  end  of  the  year,  so  that  year 
was  used  as  the  base  figure.  A  review  was  conducted  on  the  tonnage  that  was  going  from  San 
Francisco  to  San  Mateo  landfills.  That  location  was  selected  because  a  huge  amount  of  C&D  material 
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is  routed  there;  it  is  close  by,  and  would  be  the  logical  place  for  people  to  go.  For  2006,  San  Mateo 
County  received  over  88,000  tons  of  material  from  San  Francisco.  When  that  figure  was  compared  to 
the  2007  figures,  there  was  a  decrease  of  nearly  13,000  tons  or  15%  of  the  material  from  San 
Francisco  that  went  to  San  Mateo  County  landfills  as  a  result  of  the  C&D  Ordinance.  For  the  same  two- 
year  period,  the  Department  looked  at  the  mixed  debris  tonnage  that  the  registered  facilities  had  taken 
in.  At  the  end  of  2007,  for  the  six  registered  facilities  at  the  time  (there  are  currently  nine),  the 
difference  between  2006  and  2007  was  an  increase  of  251/4%-26,300+  tons.  In  summary,  since  August 
2006,  the  Ordinance  is  successful,  materials  have  been  diverted  from  landfill,  and  there  has  been  an 
increase  in  the  mixed  debris  that  is  going  to  registered  facilities.  Because  of  this  success,  there  are  no 
recommendations  to  change  the  ordinance  at  this  time. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  asked  if  there  was  an  incentive  for  a  project  sponsor  to  deconstruct  rather  than 
demolish  thereby  allowing  the  reuse  of  some  of  the  building  materials,  and  whether  there  was  anything 
built  into  the  Ordinance  to  do  so.  Ms.  Williams  stated  that  the  Ordinance  addresses  only  construction 
and  demolition,  not  reuse,  with  the  exception  of  promoting  the  highest  and  best  use,  but  there  is  no 
requirement  or  suggestion  for  deconstruction.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin 
suggested  looking  toward  reuse  in  the  future.  Mr.  Robert  Haley,  Recycling  Manager  reported  that  Ms. 
Williams  is  reuse  oriented,  has  experience  and  is  providing  education  on  reuse.  Ms.  Williams  reported 
that  part  of  her  outreach  efforts  has  been  to  talk  to  contractors  and  big  construction  companies  and 
their  managers,  and  reported  that  many  people  are  inspired  to  reuse  but  there  are  hurdles  such  as 
space,  time  and  know-how.  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  there  can  be  tax  benefits,  so  there  are  ways  to  make 
it  work.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  the  Department  currently  provides  outreach  and  education  to 
people  who  are  seeking  to  reuse  but  don't  know  how.  Ms.  Williams  stated  that  she  informs  people  of 
what  she  knows  and  gives  them  contacts  of  people  to  talk  to.  It  was  explained  that  the  Department's 
website  "Eco-Finder"  is  another  good  resource. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  to  summarize  the  effect  of  the  Ordinance  on  the  Police  Code.  Ms. 
Williams  stated  that  the  Police  Code  is  mostly  about  including  the  Ordinance  requirement  in  their 
enforcement  procedure.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  there  is  a  relationship  with  this  Ordinance  and 
illegal  dumping.  Ms.  Williams  stated  it  would  probably  be  classified  under  litter  in  the  Police  Code.  It 
was  reported  that  even  though  there  are  no  up  front  fees  and  forms,  there  are  severe  penalties  for  non- 
compliance, up  to  $1000  a  day  for  the  first  infringement,  up  to  $5000  a  day  for  the  second,  and  then 
there  is  the  possibility  of  a  jail  sentence. 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  providing  incentives  for  local  transporters  and  facilities  and  asked 
if  there  is  a  list  of  available  haulers  that  can  be  referenced.  It  was  stated  that  through  outreach  efforts, 
a  C&D  information  page  that  includes  an  updated  list  of  transporters  and  facilities  has  been  added  to 
the  Department's  website.  Ms.  Williams  reported  that  one  of  the  transporters  registered  in  Hollister 
reported  to  her  that  he  does  not  really  come  to  San  Francisco,  but  is  registered  as  a  backup  for 
someone  he  does  business  with. 

Chair  Wald  asked  whether  consideration  had  been  given  to  extending  the  program  to  projects  that  only 
involved  partial  demolition.  Ms.  Williams  reported  that  the  Ordinance  applies  to  all  projects  in  San 
Francisco  that  are  recycling  or  diverting  the  material  from  landfill,  so  it  is  illegal  to  take  any  material 
from  any  project  to  landfill  or  to  put  it  in  the  garbage.  It  is  only  in  the  case  of  a  full  demolition,  that  a 
person  would  have  to  fill  out  the  form  and  indicate  how  they  are  going  to  divert  the  material.  Mr.  Haley 
reported  that  they  did  not  want  to  do  a  lot  of  forms,  but  full  demolition  is  where  they  felt  the  form  could 
be  helpful  and  the  ordinance  could  be  managed  in  a  non-bureaucratic  way.  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  he 
would  prefer  not  to  extend  the  forms  if  possible.    It  was  stated  that  DBI  already  was  using  a  full 
demolition  permit  form  and  there  aren't  others  being  utilized  at  this  time,  so  if  more  forms  were  created, 
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it  would  require  additional  staff  that  are  not  currently  available  to  handle  the  implementation  of  the 
Ordinance. 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  when  you  think  conceptually  of  getting  to  zero  waste  or  to  the  70% 
diversion  rate,  a  huge  percentage  of  that  target  is  brought  about  through  C&D  material,  so  it  is  not  an 
insignificant  issue.  It  was  explained  that  the  number  one  priority  is  how  to  make  sure  less  material  goes 
to  the  San  Mateo  landfill  facility.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  deconstruction  may  be  an  answer  to 
that  goal.  Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  deconstruction  at  Treasure  Island  on  a  few  small  buildings 
was  attempted,  and  it  was  determined  that  it  would  take  too  long  and  cost  too  much.  Ms.  Williams 
reported  that  she  had  attended  a  house  deconstruction  in  Atherton  where  they  got  over13  tons  of  wood 
from  that  house,  but  it  was  a  long  and  tedious  process. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  there  would  be  any  obvious  refinements  to  the  process  of  sorting  at  the 
facility.  Ms.  Williams  stated  that  the  facilities  do  not  pull  out  material  for  reuse.  Chair  Wald  asked  if 
plans  could  be  developed  so  that  there  is  consideration  for  reuse.  Ms.  Williams  discussed  the 
infeasibility  due  to  the  time  required  for  approval  of  a  demolition  permit.  It  was  explained  that  approval 
of  a  demolition  permit  oftentimes  requires  other  department  permit  approvals  and  a  requirement  for 
notification  to  neighbors.  An  estimate  of  a  completion  date  of  the  demolition  may  be  given,  but  it  often 
exceeds  that.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  they  could  use  that  time  to  plan  out  the  demolition 
methodically.  Mr.  Haley  reported  that  there  are  a  lot  of  cities  that  require  plans,  but  none  of  them  have 
addressed  deconstruction  very  well  through  the  planning  process  as  it  takes  a  lot  of  time  and  a  lot  of 
people.  It  was  suggested  considering  how  to  promote  reuse  without  a  plan  as  DBI  does  not  want  to 
take  more  time  on  the  projects. 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  the  Department  rents  a  site  from  the  Port  called  Building  Resources 
where  people  could  bring  their  doors,  windows,  etc.;  but  indicated  that  there  isn't  a  market  for 
purchasing  reused  material.  Mr.  Haley  reported  that  Treasure  Island  is  the  perfect  place  for  a  reuse 
project  as  feasible  buildings  have  been  identified,  but  there  are  challenges  being  reviewed  that  include 
a  lack  of  facilities  in  the  area,  problem  material  such  as  asphalt  shingles  that  goes  to  landfill,  and  a 
limited  market  for  reuse. 

Ms.  Williams  reported  on  the  large  number  of  companies  that  have  no  knowledge  about  the  Ordinance. 
Ms.  Williams  explained  that  twice  a  month,  she  hosts  a  table  at  the  DBI  Central  Permitting  Counter  in 
order  to  talk  to  people  before  they  get  their  permit.  Ms.  Williams  stated  that  she  had  started  calling 
from  the  yellow  pages  and  other  leads,  but  a  lot  of  companies  do  not  advertise.  It  was  reported  that 
information  from  the  Tax  Collector's  office  is  not  always  fruitful  because  people  oftentimes  identify  their 
business  as  "other"  when  applying  for  business  licenses.  Chair  Wald  suggested  asking  the  people  at 
the  landfill  to  hand  out  brochures  as  an  outreach  mechanism.  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  landfill  employees 
or  owners  have  been  approached  with  this  request,  but  have  a  disinterest  because  it  does  not  coincide 
with  their  business  interests.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  posting  an  informational  sign  close  to 
the  landfill.  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  the  City  does  not  have  authority  over  the  San  Mateo  landfill  as  it  is  not 
in  its  jurisdiction. 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  would  receive  a  report  on  the 
C&D  Ordinance  at  their  next  meeting  in  July. 

Public  Comment 

Mr.  Todd  Lewis,  Omega  Pacific  Electrical  Supply,  stated  that  there  is  a  list  of  haulers  on  the  City's 
Small  Business  website  as  well  as  a  list  of  contractors,  suppliers,  and  firms  from  related  disciplines.  Ms. 
Williams  reported  that  she  had  made  a  presentation  to  the  Human  Rights  Commission  in  front  of  that 
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group  of  people  and  they  have  the  literature.  Mr.  Lewis  stated  that  email  addresses  are  on  that  list  as 
well.  Ms.  Williams  stated  that  she  would  follow-up. 

Ms.  Janice  Sitton  of  Good  Green  Graces  reported  on  Northern  California  Recycling  Association's  tours 
of  a  C&D  facility  in  Napa  that  are  scheduled  for  next  Thursday  and  are  open  to  attendees. 

5.  Mandatory  Recycling  Proposal.  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion)  Explanatory  Documents:  Draft 
Ordinance  and  Outline  of  Proposal)  SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director;  SPEAKERS:  Robert 
Haley,  Recycling  Program  Manager  and  Jack  Macy,  Commercial  Recycling  Coordinator 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  the  Mayor  at  the  Earth  Day  breakfast  asked  the  Department  to  create 
legislation  for  mandatory  recycling  in  San  Francisco  in  a  month  from  his  request.  It  was  explained  that 
Mr.  Haley  and  Mr.  Macy  have  been  working  on  this  effort,  and  that  the  draft  ordinance  would  be 
reviewed  by  the  Deputy  City  Attorney  and  then  be  forwarded  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  after  the 
Commission  provides  policy  direction.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  it  is  believed  that  75%  diversion 
won't  be  achieved  without  mandatory  recycling  and  composting  in  San  Francisco  for  all  municipal, 
residential,  and  commercial  properties. 

Mr.  Haley  reported  that  after  decades  of  voluntary,  convenient,  nation-leading  programs,  award-winning 
outreach  and  financial  incentives,  36%  of  what  San  Francisco  sends  to  landfills  is  compostable 
(primarily  food  scraps)  and  31%  is  recyclable  (mostly  paper).  This  is  essentially  true  for  all  sectors 
(residential,  commercial  and  City  government).  If  this  amount  could  be  captured,  the  City  would  be  at 
90%  diversion.  It  was  explained  that  mandatory  recycling  would  be  the  most  important  thing  that  the 
City  can  do  in  terms  of  increasing  participation  in  order  to  reach  zero  waste  goals.  Mr.  Haley  reported 
that  other  local  and  state  governments  have  done  mandatory  recycling  of  various  materials  and 
composting  yard  trimmings,  but  that  San  Francisco  would  be  the  first  to  do  mandatory  composting  of 
food  scraps  citywide.  It  was  reported  that  Mr.  Macy  attended  a  meeting  in  the  East  Bay,  and  they  are 
talking  about  mandatory  recycling  and  composting  and  landfill  bans,  but  it  is  hoped  that  San  Francisco 
will  make  this  happen  as  soon  as  possible  in  order  to  increase  diversion  and  to  continue  being  the  lead. 
Mr.  Haley  explained  that  approximately  15%  of  San  Francisco  apartment  buildings  do  not  have 
recycling  available,  and  approximately  10%  have  food  composting,  so  there  is  work  to  be  done  with 
apartments. 

Mr.  Haley  discussed  the  key  provisions  and  concepts  of  the  ordinance  as  referenced  in  the  Outline  of 
Proposal.  It  was  explained  that  regulations  would  have  to  be  written  after  the  ordinance  is  approved. 
Additional  language  would  be  added  to  the  ordinance  that  states  that  if  you  are  generating  material  in 
San  Francisco,  you  cannot  haul  recyclables  or  compostables  to  other  landfills.  An  important  part  of  the 
vision  that  would  happen  in  the  201 1  rate  process  that  is  not  talked  about  in  the  ordinance  is  enhancing 
financial  incentives  for  recycling  and  composting.  The  intent  is  to  try  to  put  in  another  level  of  rates  in 
201 1  that  would  essentially  disincentivize  people  from  putting  a  lot  of  recycling  and  composting  in  the 
trash  by  charging  them  a  higher  rate.  That  money  would  be  used  to  separate  their  trash  and  to 
construct  a  new  facility.  This  ordinance  is  saying  that  you  have  to  compost  and  is  creating  fines  and 
enforcement  mechanisms. 

Mr.  Macy  stated  that  staff  has  spent  years  developing  these  innovative  programs  and  has  worked  hard 
on  rate  incentives  for  many  years.  It  was  explained  that  San  Francisco  currently  has  the  most 
progressive  rate  structure  especially  for  commercial  enterprises.  Mr.  Macy  stated  that  he  has 
researched  rate  structures  around  the  country  for  composting  and  does  not  know  of  any  other  rate 
structure  that  incentivizes  composting  like  ours  and  that  has  helped  develop  programs.  Mandatory 
recycling  would  be  adding  another  tool.  Mr.  Haley  indicated  that  everything  that  can  be  done  without 
requiring  mandatory  recycling  has  been  done.  Mr.  Macy  stated  that  there  is  a  strong  compelling  case 
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for  mandatory  recycling  and  there  are  benefits  and  opportunities  to  doing  so.  Mr.  Macy  cited  a  report 
that  was  just  released,  "Stop  Trashing  the  Climate"  that  makes  a  powerful  case  about  climate  change 
and  reducing  waste.  A  discussion  was  held  on  the  main  section  of  the  ordinance  beginning  at  the  top 
of  page  7,  SEC.  1803  Draft  Ordinance.  It  was  stated  that  the  ordinance  has  been  written  in  broad 
language  to  indicate  what  the  requirements  are,  and  there  is  an  ability  through  regulation  to  fine  tune 
definitions  and  procedures. 

Mr.  Macy  explained  that  fees  are  charged  for  recycling  and  composting  in  the  commercial  sector,  but 
not  for  the  residential  sector  because  many  businesses  have  daily  pick-up;  whereas,  residents  have 
pick  up  once  a  week.  Chair  Wald  suggested  the  possibility  of  charging  residents  for  recycling  and 
composting  as  is  done  in  the  commercial  sector.  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  it  would  be  more  feasible  to 
charge  residents  for  composting  and  recycling  when  mandatory  recycling  becomes  law  in  order  to  not 
disincentivize  the  program.  It  was  stated  that  adjustments  would  be  considered  during  the  next  rate 
process  in  201 1 .  Mr.  Haley  explained  that  the  rate  process  is  not  controlled  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
so  it  cannot  be  written  into  the  Ordinance-it  is  controlled  by  a  Rate  Board  appointed  just  for  that 
purpose. 

Chair  Wald  stated  that  making  the  best  possible  case  for  mandatory  recycling  is  absolutely  key  to  its 
success  and  should  go  beyond  the  ordinance.  It  was  suggested  including  information  about  how  much 
residential  and  commercial  recycling  is  going  on  now  and  what  if  anything  other  people  are  doing  in 
other  places.  Chair  Wald  explained  that  this  kind  of  information  would  answer  questions  and  not  scare 
people  when  looking  at  the  proposal.  Mr.  Haley  indicated  that  San  Francisco  voters  have  been  polled 
and  they  are  extremely  supportive  of  mandatory  recycling,  but  a  strong  case  has  to  be  built  for  the  15% 
that  do  not  support  it.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  adding  information  that  the  media  can  report 
on  and  help  publicize.  Chair  Wald  stated  that  it  does  not  have  to  be  in  the  ordinance  findings,  but 
should  be  included  in  outreach  and  public  education.  Mr.  Haley  indicated  that  the  findings  may  be  taken 
out  of  the  Ordinance,  and  it  is  just  an  effort  to  give  people  an  idea  of  why  this  is  being  done. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  there  is  any  protection  for  landlords  if  their  tenants  do  not  comply  and 
discussed  using  locks  for  the  recycling  bins  in  order  to  avoid  scavenging  and  mixing.  Mr.  Macy  stated 
that  landlords  cannot  be  made  responsible  if  their  tenants  do  not  comply.  It  was  explained  that  the 
fines  section  in  the  enforcement  section  on  page  1 1  ii)  has  a  provision  for  anyone  that  is  part  of  a 
tenant  landlord  facility,  that  indicates  that  there  will  not  be  fines  or  penalties  except  through  the 
adoption  of  any  regulations  that  would  go  into  effect  after  the  new  rate  structure  in  July  201 1 .  Mr.  Haley 
stated  that  the  complexity  in  these  buildings  is  recognized  as  there  is  no  total  control  as  with  single- 
family  residential  buildings. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  landlord  associations  or  businesses  have  been  contacted  for 
feedback.  Mr.  Macy  indicated  that  landlord  and  restaurant  associations  have  been  contacted  and  have 
discussed  their  main  concerns.  Most  businesses  would  participate  because  they  would  save  money 
but  there  has  not  been  success  meeting  with  them  yet  on  this  issue.  Mr.  Macy  explained  that  the  draft 
ordinance  was  sent  to  key  stakeholders  once  it  was  completed  on  Thursday  of  the  week  before  the 
meeting,  so  there  has  not  been  a  lot  of  time  to  respond.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended 
contacting  tenant  advocacy  groups  also.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  issue  of  whether  you  can 
pass  through  fines  is  being  postponed  until  201 1.  Chair  Wald  stated  that  she  is  bothered  by  the  fact 
that  there  is  going  to  be  mandatory  recycling  without  enforcement.  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  if  you  have 
room  to  put  recycling  and  composting  in  place,  you  would  be  expected  to  do  so  under  this  Ordinance 
and  it  can  be  enforced  if  it  is  not  done.  There  are  certain  things  that  are  enforceable  and  certain  things 
that  exemptions  are  being  given  for  such  as  two-year  and  space  limitation  exemptions.  It  was 
explained  that  if  you  are  in  a  situation  where  you  can  control  the  situation,  it  is  expected  that  recycling 
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will  be  done  and  then  fines  will  be  levied  if  it  is  not.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  problem  is  that 
there  is  no  way  of  knowing  what  the  tenant  contribution  to  the  landlord's  problem  is. 

Chair  Wald  suggested  separating  recycling  requirements  by  sectors  (commercial,  residential, 
municipal)  in  the  ordinance  so  it  is  clear.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended  using  the  word  landfill 
instead  of  trash  for  the  black  bin  because  trash  seems  to  imply  all  of  it,  and  landfill  communicates 
where  it  is  actually  going.  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  landfill  is  preferred  but  it  is  hard  to  communicate  that 
term  to  the  public  as  a  lot  of  people  do  not  know  what  the  landfill  is  and  in  different  settings,  different 
terminology  is  used.  It  is  also  possible  that  some  trash  could  go  to  another  location  other  than  landfill. 
Chair  Wald  asked  why  on  page  8  (4),  line  6,  it  says,  "new  or  expanded  multifamily  or  commercial 
buildings  may  be  subject  to"  instead  of  "will  be  subject  to"  and  recommended  consulting  the  Deputy  City 
Attorney. 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  on  page  9,  4(c)  adding  to  the  container  an  account  number  or 
name  of  who  the  container  belongs  to  in  order  to  identify  whose  contents  are  mixed  or  not.  Director 
Blumenfeld  explained  that  there  is  a  number  on  each  bin.  Mr.  Paul  Giusti,  Sunset  Scavenger,  reported 
that  in  certain  circumstances  labels  are  attached  to  containers  to  identify  who  they  belong  to,  especially 
in  multi-use  buildings  where  there  may  be  different  commercial  or  residential  customers.  Otherwise, 
because  they  try  to  be  as  customer  service  oriented  as  possible  to  businesses,  they  may  pick  up  one 
business  on  a  different  day  than  another  business.  It  was  explained  that  customers  are  oftentimes 
identified  by  where  they  place  their  container.  Mr.  Giusti  stated  that  whether  a  container  needs  to  be 
marked  may  be  determined  on  a  customer  by  customer  basis.  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  you  could  identify 
who  the  container  belongs  to  because  you  are  charging  for  the  containers,  and  if  they  are 
contaminated,  the  customer  would  be  contacted.  Mr.  Giusti  explained  that  with  the  new  rate  structure, 
commercial  customers  are  charged  based  on  the  size  of  the  container.  Commissioner  Martin  stated 
that  enforcement  of  a  fine  would  require  supplying  evidence  proving  that  it  was  that  person  or  business 
responsible.  Mr.  Haley  stated  they  would  consider  this  more  in  the  future. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  likes  the  idea  of  not  picking  up  a  container  if  it  has  mixed 
material  but  asked  whether  the  Health  Department  had  been  contacted  for  their  thoughts.  Mr.  Haley 
reported  that  neither  the  Health  Department  nor  the  Department  of  Public  Works  would  likely  be 
receptive  to  this  idea.  State  law  simply  states  that  you  have  to  pick  up  on  a  weekly  basis  so  if  you  are 
not  leaving  it  more  than  a  week,  you  are  not  violating  state  law,  but  more  conversations  have  to  be 
held.  Chair  Wald  suggested  giving  people  options  so  they  could  call  for  pick  up  if  they  promise  not  to 
do  it  again  and  recommended  creating  a  regulatory  mechanism. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  if  the  collector  would  be  receptive  to  what  would  be  a  time  consuming 
task  to  keep  track  of  who  warnings  have  been  issued  to  and  making  a  list  of  the  violators  to  give  to  the 
Department  Director.  Mr.  Giusti  stated  that  the  collection  process  is  a  semi-automated  system,  and 
collectors  do  not  lift  the  lids  to  identify  the  contents,  but  that  doesn't  mean  that  they  can't  issue  a  tag  if 
they  see  something  in  the  can  that  is  not  supposed  to  be  there.  It  was  reported  that  there  is  a  system 
now  that  drivers  place  tags  for  contaminated  recycling,  and  information  is  brought  to  the  dispatch  office, 
and  customer  service  adds  that  information  into  the  account,  so  it  is  known  that  this  customer  has  been 
given  information  about  hazardous  waste.  Mr.  Giusti  stated  that  system  could  be  expanded  on  and  he 
would  like  to  discuss  this  issue  with  the  Department.  Mr.  Giusti  stated  that  he  would  like  to  see  what 
Seattle  has  done  in  their  program,  how  they  balance  it  against  customer  service,  how  often  they  have 
to  do  it,  and  the  results.  It  was  explained  that  one  of  the  areas  that  has  made  the  program  so 
successful  is  the  level  of  customer  service  provided  and  that  people's  carts  are  not  left  out.  Customers 
are  warned  that  if  they  have  mixed  material  in  their  bins  that  they  would  be  charged  as  garbage  and  not 
as  free  recycling.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  requiring  the  customer  to  contact  the  collector  for 
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pickup  and  charging  rather  than  leaving  the  container  for  a  week.  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  in  this  case, 
Norcal  would  collect  the  container  and  keep  the  money. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  has  not  seen  any  conspicuous  labeling  of  compostables  when 
she  goes  to  food  courts  and  asked  if  any  progress  has  been  made  with  labeling.  Mr.  Haley  reported 
that  he  is  starting  to  see  good  restaurant  labeling  and  that  UCSF  has  a  good  new  labeling  system.  Mr. 
Macy  reported  that  progress  has  been  made  through  manufacturers  and  distributors,  but  that  right  now 
there  are  technology  limitations.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  he  would  like  for  the  Department 
through  the  Commission  to  identify  a  graphic  and  a  labeling  hierarchy.  Mr.  Haley  reported  that  there  are 
several  state  bills  around  this  issue  and  staff  may  be  testifying  on  this  issue  next  week.  Mr.  Macy 
reported  that  he  has  talked  to  the  Federal  Trade  Commission  (FTC)  about  their  guidelines,  and 
explained  that  part  of  the  issue  is  to  specify  what  appropriate  signage  is  and  developing  systems  to 
properly  identify  where  things  go. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  has  seen  volunteers  working  at  the  Ferry  Building  directing 
people  how  to  recycle  and  compost  and  stated  that  the  next  best  thing  to  a  live  person  would  be  to  tape 
something  on  the  wall  above  the  actual  container  identifying  what  type  of  material  should  go  in  that 
particular  container.  Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  about  incentives  for  commercial  users  to  reduce. 
Mr.  Haley  stated  that  for  commercial  rates,  the  capacity  charge  is  essentially  a  source  reduction 
incentive.  Mr.  Macy  explained  that  commercial  users  are  paying  for  every  container,  so  it  is  cheaper  for 
them  not  to  have  a  container.  Mr.  Haley  reported  that  in  the  next  rate  cycle  a  super  composter/recycler 
rate  will  be  considered. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  that  the  Commission  or  the  Board  of  Supervisors  consider  passing 
a  resolution  urging  the  Rate  Board  to  consider  certain  actions  as  it  pertains  to  the  rate  structure.  Mr. 
Haley  explained  that  historically  some  members  of  the  Board  have  written  letters  on  the  rate  process, 
but  a  conversation  should  be  held  with  the  Deputy  City  Attorney  on  the  correct  process.  Commissioner 
Martin  asked  if  in  the  case  when  a  mixed  model  is  being  used,  if  you  could  have  a  mixed  bin  and  a  bin 
dedicated  to  recycling  only  in  order  to  increase  the  diversion  rate.  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  in  some 
buildings  a  hybrid  system  can  be  used. 

Public  Comment 

Mr.  Todd  Lewis,  Omega  Pacific  Electrical  Supply  stated  that  they  are  the  recipient  of  the  State  of 
California's  e-waste  contract  and  asked  if  e-waste  was  being  addressed  in  the  ordinance;  e.g.,  lamps, 
ballasts,  and  batteries,  etc.  It  was  stated  that  Omega  Pacific  put  in  the  infrastructure  for  California  and  a 
multitude  of  counties  throughout  the  state  on  various  ways  to  handle  e-waste.  It  was  explained  that  it  is 
illegal  to  dump  e-waste  and  recommended  incorporating  language  on  e-waste  in  the  ordinance.  Mr. 
Haley  stated  that  it  wasn't  included  in  the  ordinance  because  it  is  already  state  law.  Chair  Wald 
recommended  including  a  category  for  e-waste.  Director  Blumenfeld  recommended  adding  it  to  the 
ordinance  stating  that  it  is  covered  by  state  law.  Mr.  Macy  stated  that  the  ordinance  does  say  in  the 
definition  of  trash  that  it  does  not  include  hazardous  waste.  Mr.  Lewis  stated  that  Omega  Pacific  issues 
certificates  of  compliance  for  small  apartment  owners  that  have  gone  through  the  recycling  process  and 
also  helps  small  firms  maintain  a  database  so  they  can  show  proof  that  they  do  all  of  the  necessary 
recycling  of  e-waste.  Mr.  Lewis  stated  that  Omega  Pacific  offers  their  services  for  a  minimal  fee. 

Ms.  Janice  Sitton,  Good  Green  Graces  (1)  stated  that  she  does  not  like  to  force  people  into 
compliance,  but  understands  that  75%  diversion  cannot  be  reached  without  a  mandate;  (2)  likes  the 
idea  of  including  the  hazardous  waste  component  in  the  ordinance  because  otherwise  it  would  end  up 
in  the  landfill;  (3)  recommended  adding  language  to  encourage  reuse;  (4)  discussed  non-availability  of 
infrastructure  and  creating  systems  to  process  the  organics  that  will  be  produced  through  this 
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ordinance;  (5)  discussed  requirements  for  mandatory  recycling  and  composting  at  events  and  the 
difficulty  of  sorting  the  materials  on  such  a  large  scale;  (6)  supports  the  idea  of  paying  for  sorting  of 
material  and  suggested  that  it  could  also  be  applied  to  special  events;  (7)  suggested  a  marketing 
campaign  to  urge  people  to  recycle  and  compost  by  saying  that  you  can  pay  someone  else  to  sort  it  or 
sort  it  yourself,  so  that  it  appears  to  be  a  choice  and  not  a  mandate;  (8)  recommended  educating  more 
people  on  the  definition  of  composting;  (9)  stated  that  non-profits  can't  afford  three  bins  for  their  events 
because  they  are  used  to  paying  $200  for  one  debris  bin  for  garbage,  and  tripling  that  to  include 
recycling  and  composting  bins  would  increase  their  budget.  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  discounts  would  be 
provided  for  recycling  and  composting.  Ms.  Sitton  stated  that  if  there  is  a  mandate,  then  there  should  be 
financial  assistance  for  non-profits  so  they  can  actually  have  the  service;  otherwise,  they  would  be  self- 
hauling  and  with  the  current  language  they  are  not  allowed  to  do  that.  Mr.  Haley  stated  that  they  could 
separate  themselves  to  avoid  the  extra  cost. 

Mr.  Paul  Giusti  stated  that  Norcal  supports  all  of  the  City's  efforts  to  reach  100%  compliance  by 
participation  through  recycling  programs.  It  was  explained  that  for  Norcal,  the  issues  they  want  to  work 
with  the  Department  on  are  the  mandatory  subscription  services.  On  the  commercial  sector,  there  isn't 
really  a  system  in  place  to  require  them  to  subscribe  to  service.  If  they  do  subscribe  to  service,  they 
simply  choose  not  to  pay  the  bill  and  service  has  to  be  terminated.  On  the  residential  sector,  there  is  a 
lien  process  so  if  a  residential  customer  does  not  pay  the  bill,  they  don't  have  to  interrupt  service.  The 
Department  of  Public  Health  put  a  lien  on  the  property  that  pays  the  garbage  bill.  Mr.  Giusti  stated  that 
this  type  of  process  should  be  created  in  the  commercial  sector  as  well. 

Mr.  Giusti  stated  that  the  issue  of  recycling  theft  also  needs  to  be  included  so  that  recycling  material  is 
counted  towards  San  Francisco's  diversion  rate,  and  that  the  rate  payers  gets  the  benefit  of  the  sale  of 
that  recyclable  material  and  not  an  organized  scavenging  fleet.  Mr.  Giusti  stated  that  he  is  looking 
forward  to  working  with  the  Department  on  the  issue  and  developing  legislation.  Commissioner  Martin 
asked  if  Mr.  Giusti  has  any  ideas  about  scavenger  theft.  Mr.  Giusti  stated  that  there  are  laws  in  the 
book  but  that  it  is  a  low  priority  for  the  Police  Department,  and  it  has  to  be  worked  on  with  the  organized 
fleets  that  are  doing  this.  Mr.  Haley  reported  that  the  ordinance  would  increase  the  penalties  for 
poaching.  Chair  Wald  suggested  the  possibility  of  putting  the  recyclables  out  in  the  morning  instead  of 
the  night  before  in  order  to  minimize  the  problem.  Commissioner  Martin  discussed  the  feasibility  of 
putting  locks  on  recycle  bins  and  discussed  current  penalties.  Mr.  Giusti  stated  that  looking  at  locking 
containers  and  issuing  keys  to  residential  customers  is  not  realistic  for  140,000  customers.  Mr.  Giusti 
was  thanked  for  the  work  he  has  done  with  Norcal  making  San  Francisco  have  the  best  diversion  rate 
in  the  state  and  probably  the  country. 

Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  next  steps  include  incorporating  the  Commissioners'  feedback,  having 
individual  meetings  with  Norcal  and  other  stakeholders,  and  then  presenting  a  draft  to  the  Deputy  City 
Attorney  for  review.  It  was  reported  that  a  draft  would  be  presented  to  the  Mayor's  Office  in  the  next 
two  to  three  weeks.  Chair  Wald  suggested  using  the  Commissioners  to  promote  this  with  the  City  and 
other  interest  groups. 

5.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  Chair  Wald  announced  that  Nestle  is  cutting  back  with  their  plans 
dramatically  for  bottled  water  production  in  Northern  California.  Commissioner  Martin  announced  that 
she  was  hoping  to  bring  the  issue  of  requiring  that  there  be  an  automatic  shut  off  or  wrench  next  to  gas 
valves  in  homes  to  reduce  the  potential  damage/fire  that  can  be  caused  as  a  result  of  an  earthquake, 
but  has  found  a  different  venue  through  the  Office  of  Emergency  Services  and  Cole  Hardware  to  get 
more  of  those  out  and  into  homes.  Commissioner  Martin  announced  that  the  Department  recently  had 
an  interesting  discussion  and  slideshow  on  raptors. 
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6.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  that  in  the  next 
presentation  of  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  Candlestick  Point  Sustainability  Plan  that  the  status  of  the 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  be  presented  that  would  include  the  definition  of  alternatives  that 
are  being  studied.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  it  may  be  appropriate  to  ask  someone  from  the 
Planning  Department's  Major  Environmental  Analysis  (MEA)  Division  or  request  that  Ms.  Bohee  from 
the  Mayor's  Office  of  Workforce  and  Economic  Development  update  the  Committee  on  that  document. 
It  was  stated  that  it  is  appropriate  for  the  Committee  to  hear  the  status  of  the  EIR  report,  when  the  draft 
is  expected  to  be  published,  length  of  time  for  a  comment  period,  and  more  specifically  what  the 
alternatives  are  that  are  being  studied.  Commissioner  Gravanis  requested  additional  future  agenda 
items  that  include  (1 )  update  from  the  Treasure  Island  redevelopment  staff  on  the  status  of  their  efforts 
to  implement  the  Tl  Sustainability  Plan  and  in  particular  the  planning  for  the  wastewater  plant;  (2)  Better 
Streets  Plan  presentation  as  it  relates  to  lighting  and  storm-water  management  and  issues  that  may 
relate  to  the  Commission's  purview;  (3)  Commission's  input  into  the  proposed  Commission  on  the 
Environment  Charter  amendment;  and  (4)  update  on  the  Wildlife  Management  Plan.  Chair  Wald 
recommended  a  status  report  on  the  bus  shelter  green  roof  project.  Commissioner  Martin  requested  a 
future  agenda  item  on  dark  skies  at  the  June  21  Policy  Committee  meeting.  Director  Blumenfeld 
reported  that  there  is  an  existing  campaign  around  dark  skies,  dark  buildings,  and  birds  during 
migratory  periods. 

7.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

8.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:17  p.m. 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5 
p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=61005,  (3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item 
above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica.  Fish(S>sfqov.orq  within  three  business 
days  of  a  meeting.  Explanatory  documents  that  are  received  after  posting  of  this  agenda  are  available  on  the  website  or  upon  request  to  the  Commission 
Secretary  at  the  contact  information  listed  above. 


Approved:  July  21,  2008 
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The  MONDAY,  JULY  14,  2008,  5:00  p.m.  regularly  scheduled  meeting  of  the 
Commission  on  the  Environment's  Policy  Committee  has  been  RESCHEDULED 
to  MONDAY,  JULY  21,  2008,  at  5:00  p.m.  The  meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall, 
One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Room  421,  San  Francisco.  An  agenda  will  be 
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JOTE:  The  Monday,  July  14,  2008,  5:00  p.m.  Regularly  Scheduled  Meeting  of  the  Policy  Committee 
as  been  RESCHEDULED  to  Monday,  July  21,  2008  at  5:00  p.m. 

OMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice  Chair),  Jane 
arieFrancis  Martin 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  June  9,  2008  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Discussion  and 
Action)  (Explanatory  Document:  June  9,  2008  Draft) 

3.  Presentation  of  digital  platform  to  highlight  local  and  global  implementation  of  United  Nations 
(UN)  Urban  Environmental  Accords.  SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director;  STAFF  PRESENTER: 

Lawrence  S.  Grodeska,  Internet  Communications  Coordinator 

4.  Green  Collar  Jobs.  Development  of  a  coordinated  CCSF  green  collar  jobs  strategic  plan  and  current 
project  regarding  green  jobs  training-needs  assessment.  SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director; 
STAFF  PRESENTERS:  Anne  Eng,  Environmental  Justice  Program  Manager;  Richard  Chien,  Green 
Building  Program  -  Private  Sector  Coordinator 

5.  Lights  Out  San  Francisco  -  Review  of  Proposal  by  the  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society  and  the 
American  Bird  Conservancy  to  reduce  unnecessary  night  lighting  in  the  city  of  San  Francisco  to  reduce 
the  threat  of  nighttime  collisions  with  buildings  for  migratory  birds,  conserve  resources,  save  money, 
reduce  greenhouse  gas  emissions  and  ultimately  increase  visibility  of  the  night  sky.  (Explanatory 
Document:  072108  Lights  Out  San  Francisco  Summary)  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion) 
SPONSOR:  Commissioner  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin;  SPEAKERS:  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director 
and  Noreen  Weeden,  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society 

6.  Status  Report  on  the  Development  of  a  Wildlife  Management  Plan  for  San  Francisco.  Initial 
presentation  of  a  Draft  Policy  Framework  to  guide  future  creation  of  a  management  plan.  (Informational 
Report  and  Discussion)  SPONSOR:  Commissioner  Johanna  Wald;  SPEAKER:  Commissioner  Ruth 
Gravanis 

7.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

8.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

9.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

10.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

11.  Adjournment. 

bnica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

EL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 


**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  ,  (3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4) 
upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fishpjsfqov.orq  within  three 
business  days  of  a  meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda  have  been  distributed  to  the  Commission  Policy 
Committee  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are  available  for  public  inspection  at  the  Department  of  the 
Environment,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  during  normal  office  hours  or  will  be  made  available  at  the  meeting  website 
link  Policy  Committee's  website  as  links  to  the  agenda  or  meeting  minutes  (by  item). 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 

Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 

may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 

by  the  public  will  exceed  1 5  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 

applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 

to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  £ 
Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the 
Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and 
the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI 
accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Aveni 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall  b 
4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meetir 
a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to 
make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (41 5)  554-6789  or  (41 5)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted  before 
the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Jr.,  Sunshine  Task 
Force  Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554- 
7724;  Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf(a)sfqov.orq.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the 
Sunshine  Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfqov.orq. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112;  web  site  atwww.sfgov.org/ethics. 


Important  Information 

he  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
jvised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
ager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

OTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin,  written  comments 
garding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the 
tention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  1 1  Grove 
treet,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which  cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission 
scretary  by  that  time  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above. 

'hen  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree-free 
aper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary  and  the  public. 
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ickground  Findings: 

Birds  are  one  of  the  major,  but  unacknowledged,  victims  of  the  environmental  impacts  of  building. 

■  The  Scope  of  the  Problem:  In  the  1970's  Dr.  Daniel  Klem,  Jr.,  a  leading  scientist  in  the  field  of  avian  collisions, 
estimated  that  between  97.5  and  975  million  birds  were  killed  by  collisions  with  windows  every  year  in  the 
United  States,  based  on  an  estimate  of  1-10  birds  killed  per  building.  Recent  studies  indicate  that  even  the 
upper  range  of  this  estimate  may  well  be  too  conservative.  Collisions  with  buildings  are  now  considered  to  be 
secondary  only  to  habitat  loss  and  degradation  as  a  major  source  of  anthropogenic  mortality  for  birds,  amounting 
to  approximately  5%  of  the  fall  bird  population  (Klem  1990).  Many  migratory  bird  populations  are  in  serious 
decline.  Many  of  the  neotropical  songbirds  that  are  killed  in  collisions  with  buildings  are  nocturnal  migrants.  Of 
the  650  bird  species  that  regularly  breed  in  North  America,  341  are  Nearctic-Neotropical  migratory  birds 
(commonly  known  as  "Neotropical  migrants")  that  breed  in  the  United  States  and  Canada,  and  winter  in  Latin 
America  and  the  Caribbean.  Among  these  Neotropical  migrants  are  many  species  of  plovers,  terns,  hawks,  cranes, 
warblers,  and  sparrows.  Of  the  341  species,  127  (37%)  are  known  to  be  in  long-term  decline,  and  71  are  listed  on 
WatchList  2007,  a  list  of  birds  of  the  highest  conservation  concern.  Sixty  of  these  species,  including  twenty  nine 
species  of  Neotropical  migratory  songbirds  ,  are  in  severe  decline  (45%  or  greater  over  the  past  40  years). 

■  The  Dynamics  of  Avian  Collisions  with  Buildings:  Collisions  are  both  a  daytime  and  a  nighttime  phenomenon. 

❖  At  night,  the  intrusion  of  light  into  the  air  degrades  the  quality  of  migratory  corridors,  and  adds 
elements  of  danger  to  an  already  perilous  journey,  particularly,  although  not  exclusively,  during 
unfavorable  weather  conditions.  Lights  on  tall  buildings,  or  intense  uplights  on  buildings  of  any  height, 
emit  light  fields  that  entrap  birds  reluctant  to  fly  from  a  lit  area  to  a  dark  one.  In  these  conditions  of  low 
cloud  cover,  birds  fly  at  lower  altitudes,  and  important  navigational  aids  that  include  the  stars  and  moon,  are 
not  visible.  Birds  accumulate  as  their  forward  flight  is  interrupted  by  light  fields  within  which  they  circle, 
leading  to  collisions  with  each  other  and  the  structure  .  Many  use  up  important  energy  stores  and  fall  to  the 
ground  from  exhaustion. 

❖  During  the  day,  stopover  migrants,  and  those  that  survive  night  strikes,  are  at  risk  for  collisions  with 
windows  in  surrounding  buildings  as  they  seek  cover  and  food  to  build  up  their  fat  reserves  and  resume 
migration.  Many  migrants  that  winter  in  South  and  Central  America  and  breed  in  northern  areas  of  the 
United  States  and  Canada,  complete  their  journeys  in  a  series  of  nocturnal  flights  with  stopovers  ranging  from 
1-5  days.  Birds  are  not  able  to  perceive  clear  or  reflective  glass  as  a  barrier  to  be  avoided  and  thus  are 
at  high  risk  for  collisions  with  windows.  Particularly  dangerous  configurations  of  glass  include  windows 
that  reflect  habitat  and  sky;  provide  "sight  corridors"  to  indoor  plantings  or  through  to  habitat  on  the  other 
side  of  the  building;  and  have  internal  glass  corners.  Window  collision  hazards  have  increased  as  more  of  our 

1 


modern  buildings  have  been  wrapped  in  glass  exteriors,  and  have  incorporated  larger  panes  of  plate  glass. 
Studies  have  found  that  between  50%-90%  of  birds  involved  in  collisions  die,  usually  from  brain 
hemorrhaging. 


■  The  Real  Impact:  It  may  be  difficult  to  absorb  the  scope  of  the  mortality  birds  are  experiencing.  One  to  ten  birds 
killed  per  building  may  not  sound  alarming,  but  multiplied  by  the  number  of  buildings  in  our  landscape,  the  death 
toll  is  staggering.  Also,  while  it  is  likely  that  all  buildings  kill  at  least  some  birds,  we  know  that  a  variety  of  rather 
common  buildings  are  extremely  lethal.  An  urban  corporate  plaza  in  Toronto,  Consilium  Place,  killed  more 
than  6,500  birds  in  6  years.  The  six  story  Morgan  Mail  Handling  Facility  on  Manhattan's  West  Side,  killed 
338  birds  in  the  fall  of  2006  (Delacretaz  and  Gelb  2006);  a  five  story  suburban  office  building,  located  at  11 
Great  Neck  Road  in  Long  Island,  NY  killed  73  of  the  80  birds  that  collided  with  it  in  the  fall  of  2007 
(Delacretaz  and  Gelb  2007);  office  buildings  in  suburban  Richmond,  Virginia  killed  an  average  of  29  birds 
per  building  over  the  course  of  one  year  (O'Connell  2001);  and  the  LEED  certified  Emory  University 
Mathematics  and  Science  Center  caused  40  deaths  over  19  days  in  September,  2002  (Davis  2002). 
Collisions  are  happening  all  around  us,  but  unless  someone  is  looking  for  them,  the  problem  is  largely  invisible  to 
the  public. 

■  The  Unintended  Consequences  of  LEED  and  other  green  building  certification  Programs:  To  date,  the 
organizations  that  promote  and  certify  green  buildings,  including  the  US  Green  Building  Council'  LEED 
program,  and  the  Green  Building  Initiative's  Green  Globes  program,  have  not  recognized  the  environmental 
impacts  of  buildings  on  birds.  American  Bird  Conservancy,  in  partnership  with  other  organizations,  has 
recently  submitted  comments  to  both  of  these  organizations  (having  been  invited  to  do  so  by  the  USGBC 
after  a  meeting  in  June),  urging  them  to  specify  performance  based  design  features  and  lighting  regimens 
to  reduce  or  eliminate  the  collision  hazards,  and  award  points  for  these  features.    Modifications  to  the  glass 
itself,  or  use  of  other  innovative  strategies,  have  been  demonstrated  to  be  effective  collision  deterrents, 
unfortunately,  some  of  the  elements  of  green  building  programs,  such  as  the  use  of  extensive  areas  of  glazing  to 
promote  "daylighting  and  views",  have  the  unintended  consequence  of  actually  increasing  the  collision  dangers  of 
these  otherwise  green  buildings.  The  Emory  University  Math  and  Science  Building  is  an  example  of  a  Silver 
LEED  certified  building  that  is  draped  in  netting  during  migration  season  because  the  building  was  killing  an 
average  of  2  migratory  birds/day.  The  two  areas  of  the  building  where  netting  could  not  be  installed  continue  to 
be  the  site  of  collisions.  Similarly,  a  Helmut  Jahn  building  located  on  the  campus  of  the  Illinois  Institute  of 
Technology  is  draped  in  netting  because  students  complained  about  the  number  of  birds  that  were  killed  by 
window  strikes.  (See  photographs  A  and  B  in  Appendix  2.)  However,  until  bird-safe  requirements  become 
mandatory  in  green  building  certification,  it  is  likely  the  collision  risks  for  birds  will  continue  to  increase.  In  light 
of  this  fact,  cities  such  as  Toronto  and  Chicago  are  moving  toward  developing  bird-friendly  agendas  at  the  city 
level,  and  looking  at  requiring  evaluation  of  bird  safety  in  the  Site  Plan  Review  process  with  respect  to  facilities 
for  lighting,  glass  and  other  bird  friendly  design  features. 2 

•    Why  Should  We  Care  About  Avian  Collisions  with  Buildings? 


1  ABC's  partners  were  Marcia  Fowle,  President,  Bird-Safe  Glass  Foundation;  Glenn  Phillips,  Executive  Director,  NYC  Audubon;  Hillary  Brown, 
FAIA.  Comments  endorsed  by  Chicago  Audubon  Society,  Birds  and  Buildings  Forum,  Fatal  Light  Awareness  Program;  Dan  Klem,  Jr.,  Ph.D. 

2  City  of  Toronto  Consolidated  Clause  in  Planning  and  Transportation  Committee,  2006,  Preventing  Migratory  Bird  Deaths  Resulting  from 
Collision  with  Buildings. 
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■  Migratory  birds  have  specific  legal  protections  under  the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  (MBTA)  against  unintended 
killing. 

■  Many  people  experience  joy  and  inspiration  people  from  observing  birds  in  our  backyards,  cities  and  beyond. 
Having  native  birds  successfully  raise  young  in  our  backyards  and  parks  indicate  that  our  green  spaces  are  healthy 
spaces.  The  greater  variety  of  habitats  we  can  provide,  the  more  we  nurture  and  contribute  to  a  natural 
environment  that  supports  biodiversity. 

■  Birds  generate  wealth  for  the  economy.  According  to  the  Steering  Committee  of  the  North  American  Bird 
Conservation  Initiative,  nature-based  recreation  has  increased  at  a  rate  of  30%  annually  since  1987.  Bird 
watching  is  growing  faster  than  nearly  any  other  type  of  recreation.  Between  1982  and  1997,  the  number  of 
birders  soared  from  2 1  million  to  63  million  people.  According  to  the  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  birders 
contribute  85  billion  dollars  to  the  American  economy  every  year.  Bird  watching  is  now  second  only  to 
gardening  as  the  most  popular  leisure  activity  in  North  America. 

■  Birds  provide  ecological  services  we  take  for  granted,  those  often  classified  as  "externalities"  by  economists. 
Birds  perform  as  pollinators,  insect  eaters,  and  rodent  predators,  services  that  result  in  tangible  benefits  to 
people  although  rarely  taken  into  account  when  quantifying  environmental  costs.  The  Smithsonian  Migratory 
Bird  Center  notes  that  birds  play  "a  critical  role  in  reducing  and/or  maintaining  low  populations  of  insect  prey"  in 
natural  systems.  Birds  eat  up  to  98%  of  budworms  and  up  to  40%  of  all  non-outbreak  insect  species  in  eastern 
forests.  These  services  have  been  valued  at  as  much  as  $5000/year/square  mile  of  forest  (Robinson,  1997). 
Research  in  agricultural  settings  confirms  what  many  farmers  already  know-birds  help  control  agricultural  pests. 
In  orchards,  birds  seek  out  and  destroy  up  to  98%  of  over-wintering  codling  moth  larvae,  a  major  pest  of  apples 
worldwide."  See:  http ://w w w . epa . gov/ o wow/birds/basics.html .  Western  bluebirds  eat  snails  and  other  agricultural 
pests.  Barn  owls,  Red-tailed  Hawks,  Kestrels  and  other  raptors  consume  rodents. 

Lights  Out  Programs  have  been  successful  in  other  cities  in  North  America 

■  In  the  United  States,  a  number  of  cities  have  successfully  adopted  Lights  Out  programs,  modeled  on  the  first 
program  of  its  kind  in  Toronto,  Canada  (see:  http://www.toronto.ca/lightsout/spring_2008.htm)  and  are  reaping 
the  benefits  of  this  green  practice.  American  cities  with  Lights  Out  programs  include: 

❖  Chicago  http://www.cityofchicago.org/Environment/BirdMigration/sub/lights_out_chicago.html 

❖  Detroit,  http://www.detroitaudubon.org/safe_passage_bartell.html 

❖  Minneapolis/St.  Paul  http://www.audubon.org/chapter/mn/mn/Birds_BirdSafe.html 

❖  New  York  City, 

http://www.nycgovparks.org/sub_newsroom/press_releases/press_releases.php?id=19670 

❖  Milwaukee  http://www.wihumane.org/wildlife/wings/who.aspx 

■  Benefits  of  Lights  Out  in  Other  Cities 

❖  In  NYC,  it  has  been  estimated  that  a  building  with  2.5  million  sq.  ft.  of  floor  space  would  save  more  than 
6  million  kilowatt  hours  of  electricity  by  turning  off  lights  from  midnight-sunrise 

❖  In  Chicago,  a  study  by  Field  Museum  biologists  found  an  80%  reduction  in  collisions  with  an  unlit  vs.  lit 
building. 

❖  The  impact  of  Lights  Out  Chicago  is  visible  in  the  photograph  of  "before"  and  "after"  Lights  Out  at  1 1 
PM  .  See  Photograph  A  in  Appendix  1 . 

Birds  in  San  Francisco 

■  San  Francisco  is  located  along  the  Pacific  Flyway,  a  broad  migration  front  that  extends  from  South  and  Central 
America  along  the  West  coast  to  Canada  and  Alaska.  Seabirds,  Shore  and  Wading  Birds,  Birds  of  Prey  and  Land 
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birds  all  move  through  the  area.  Golden  Gate  Park  provides  significant  stopover  habitat  for  night  migrating 
songbirds,  those  birds  that  are  most  often  the  victims  of  collisions  with  buildings,  where  wooded  areas  and 
plantings  in  the  western  part  of  this  expansive  park  offer  the  best  food  and  shelter.  More  than  200  species  of  birds 
use  the  Presidio  annually,  and  more  than  50  species  nest  there.  The  Presidio  offers  unique  opportunities  for  habitat 
in  a  densely  populated  city.  An  island  of  green  in  an  urban  matrix,  the  Presidio's  location  on  the  northwest  tip  of 
the  San  Francisco  peninsula  offers  a  stopover  location  to  many  birds  before  crossing  the  Golden  Gate  Straights,  or 
as  an  entrance  gate  to  the  rich  wetlands  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay.  Backyards  also  provide  cover  and  food  for 
many  of  these  migrants  who  may  be  drawn  into  the  city  by  lights. 

The  Coyote  Creek  Bird  Banding  list,  http://www.sfbbo.org/docs/CCFS  bird  list.pdf  identifies  only  a  sample  of 
the  much  larger  number  of  species  that  are  likely  to  be  flying  through  San  Francisco  during  migration.  The  list 
includes  many  neotropical  migrants  who  fly  at  night  and  may  be  subjected  to  the  disorienting  lights  that  are 
concentrated  in  the  cities  of  San  Francisco  and  Oakland.  Several  species  listed  as  "California  Species  of  Special 
Concern"  appear  on  this  list,  including  the  Virginia  Warbler,  Yellow  Warbler,  Salt  Marsh  Yellowthroat,  Yellow- 
breasted  Chat,  and  Alameda  Song  Sparrow.  One  State  Endangered  bird  that  also  appears  on  the  ABC/National 
Audubon  Society  Watchlist,  is  the  Willow  Flycatcher,  also  banded  at  the  Coyote  Creek  Field  Station.  In  total, 
there  are  23  species  that  appear  on  the  Watchlist  that  have  been  seen  in  San  Francisco,  although  some  of 
them  are  uncommon  or  rare.  They  include:  Clark's  Grebe,  Sooty  Shearwater,  Swainson's  Hawk,  Western  Snowy 
Plover,  Wandering  Tattler,  Long  Billed  Curlew,  Marbled  Godwit,  Black  Turnstone,  Surfbird,  Sanderling  Western  Sandpiper, 
Heermann's  Gull,Thayer's  Gull,  Elegant  Tern,  Marbled  Murrelet,  Short  Eared  Owl,  Allen's  Hummingbird,  Nuttall's 
Woodpecker,  Olive  Sided  Flycatcher,  Willow  Flycatcher,  Varied  Thrush, Yellow  Billed  Magpie,  and  Wrentit. 

Recommendation: 

•  Goal:  Reduce  unnecessary  night  lighting  in  the  city  of  San  Francisco  to  reduce  the  threat  of  nighttime 
collisions  with  buildings  for  migratory  birds,  conserve  resources,  save  money,  reduce  greenhouse  gas  emissions 
and  ultimately  increase  visibility  of  the  night  sky. 

■  Based  on  the  data  we  have  on  the  heights  of  the  tallest  buildings  that  now  exist  (or  have  been  approved)  in  the  city 
of  San  Francisco,  and  satellite  and  other  photographs  of  the  city  taken  at  night  (See  Appendix  1 ,  Photograph  B), 
we  conclude  that  there  is  significant  skyglow  and  light  escape  caused  by  artificial  night  lighting  from  exterior  and 
interior  building  lights.  A  "Lights  Out  San  Francisco"  program  would  benefit  the  environment  and  reduce  the 
environmental  impact  of  buildings  by  reducing  the  collision  hazard  for  migratory  birds;  conserving  other  precious 
resources  including  energy;  reducing  greenhouse  gas  emissions;  and  enabling  greater  visibility  of  stars  in  the 
night  sky.  (See  Appendix  1,  Photograph  A  for  an  illustration  of  artificial  night  lighting  in  the  US,  with  a  projected 
increase  in  illumination  in  year  2025.) 

•  Lights  Out  San  Francisco  Objectives  (First  Year): 

■  The  City  of  San  Francisco  introduces  an  ongoing  voluntary  Lights  Out  program  in  August,  2008,  to  urge  building 
owners  and  managers  to  turn  off  unnecessary  lights,  both  exterior  and  interior,  from  1 1  PM  to  sunrise,  during 
migration  seasons,  February  15th  through  May  31st,  and  August  15th  through  November  30th. 

■  Twenty  two  of  the  tallest  44  existing  (or  soon  to  be  completed)  buildings  participate  in  the  program  within  one 
year,  as  measured  by  participant  pledges  of  participation/registration  with  the  city.  (See  targeted  building  list 
below) 
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■  Participation  at  targeted  level  will  result  in  a  significant  reduction  in  energy  use  for  the  target  buildings,  which 
would  be  quantified  in  kilowatt  hours,  savings  and  associated  reduction  in  greenhouse  gas  emissions. 

■  Data  collected  on  bird  collisions  specific  to  San  Francisco. 

■  Launch  a  public  education  campaign  to  increase  awareness  of  the  problem  of  bird  collisions  with  buildings,  and 
more  generally,  the  dangers  the  urban  environment  poses  to  migrating  birds  and  solutions  to  mitigate  those 
hazards,  including  distribution  of  information,  in  electronic  and  printed  form,  along  with  a  media  campaign. 

■  Other  California  cities,  including  Bay  Area  cities  such  as  Oakland  and  San  Jose,  are  inspired  to  adopt  a  similar 
program  to  locally  expand  the  benefit  of  Lights  Out  to  migratory  birds  along  the  Pacific  flyway. 

Lights  Out  San  Francisco  Actions:  Campaign  Proposal  (First  Year) 

■  Department  of  the  Environment  invites  stakeholders  to  a  meeting  to  introduce  the  "Lights  Out  San  Francisco" 
Campaign.  Include,  at  a  minimum:  Building  Owners  and  Managers  Association  (BOMA),  Pacific  Gas  and 
Electric,  Reps  from  other  city  agencies  as  appropriate.  San  Francisco  Animal  Care  and  Control/Bird  rehabbers/ 
San  Francisco  Zoo?  Wild  Care?  ( local  organization  that  will  "take  ownership  of  this  portion  of  a  program  and 
the  data  it  generates  as  injured  and  dead  birds  are  found  and  reported  to  a  central  web  site)  Representative  from 
the  Board  of  Supervisors,  Rep.  from  International  Dark-Sky  Association/local  astronomy  group,  Golden  Gate 
Audubon,  SF  Bay  Bird  Observatory?,  Golden  Gate  Raptor  Observatory,  UC  Berkeley's  Museum  of  Vertebrate 
Zoology,  and  possibly  the  Peninsula  Humane  Society. 

■  Stakeholder  Meeting  hosted  by  City 

❖  Present  estimated  savings  of  energy  costs,  resources,  reduction  of  greenhouse  gas  emissions,  and  avian  lives 
associated  with  the  campaign. 

❖  Materials  for  distribution: 

1.  Pamphlet  on  Bird  Collisions  with  Buildings  from  ABC  (includes  both  daytime  and  nighttime  collision 
problems/solutions. .  .they  are  interconnected.) 

2.  Power  point  presentation  produced  collaboratively  with  ABC,  City  and  GGA 

3.  Multilingual  information  sheet  for  BOMA  to  use  for  distribution  to  membership:  Specific  instructions  on 
how  to  participate  and  register;  information  sheets  for  elevators  and  lobbies;  email  schedule  for  beginning 
and  end  of  program;  what  to  do/whom  to  call  if  an  injured  bird  is  found  (include  list  of  local 
organizations);  questionnaire  about  any  bird  collisions  that  may  have  occurred  in  the  past? 

■  Press  Conference 

❖  Before  Press  Conference:  Design  a  Lights  Out  web  page  for  the  program  on  City's  web  site  (and  Golden 
Gate  Audubon's  Web  Site). 

1.  Include  registration  site 

2.  Dates  and  times  of  program 

3.  FAQ  sheet 

4.  "What  to  do  if  you  find  an  injured  bird"  info. 

❖  Make  the  site  available  on-line  the  day  of  the  press  conference. 

o     Press  Conference  @  which  the  Mayor  (and  others)  introduce  the  program. 

■  Media  Campaign: 
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❖  Earned  media  -  press  release,  newspaper  articles,  radio/local  tv  interviews 

❖  Public  Service  announcements  on  the  radio 

❖  Poster  campaign  for  bus  shelters? 
♦>  Pamphlet  distribution? 

❖  (Toronto's  latest  ad  campaign  is  catchy  and  effective:  "Kill  the  Lights,  Save  the  Birds"  see: 
http://www.toronto.ca/lightsout/promotion.htm  for  graphics  they  have  used  to  promote  Lights  Out.) 

■    Monitor  Participation 

❖  As  season  progresses,  check  registration  weekly.  Follow-up  with  phone  calls,  emails,  if  participation  is 
lagging. 

♦♦♦  Target  the  tallest  buildings  in  the  first  year,  and  those  that  are  clustered  among  the  downtown  area 
(NYC  targets  40  stories  and  higher  (approximately  400').  We  recommend  beginning  with  this  standard, 
those  other  tall  buildings  among  them,  and  tall  isolated  structures:  Following  are  building  names  (* 
denotes  under  construction)  followed  by  height  in  feet:  Map  buildings  on  the  list,  with  special  attention 
to  those  that  are  clustered  geographically  (See  Appendix  1,  Photograph  C). 

44  tallest  existing  buildings  and  (4)  buildings  due  to  be  completed  by  2008*:  Transamerica  Pyramid 
(853');  555  California  Street  (779');  345  California  (695');  Millenium  Tower*  (645');  One  Rincon  South 
Tower*  (641'); 

50  Fremont  Center  (600');  101  California  Street  (600');  Chevron  Tower  (573');  Four  Embarcadero 
Center  (570');  One  Embarcadero  Center  (569'); 

44  Montgomery  Street  (565');  Spear  Tower  (564');  Citicorp  (550'); 
Shaklee  Terraces  (538');  First  Market  Tower  (529');  McKesson  Plaza  (529'); 
425  Market  Street  (525');  Telesis  Tower  (500');  333  Bush  Street  (495'); 
Hilton  SF  Tower  I  (493');  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  (492'); 

50  California  Street  (487');  St.  Regis  SF  (484');  100  Pine  Center  (476'); 

45  Fremont  Center  (476');  333  Market  Street  (472'); 

650  California  Street  (466');  555  Mission  Street*  (458');  The  Infinity  I*  (450'); 
100  First  Plaza  (447');  One  California  (438');San  Francisco  Marriott  (436'); 

Russ  Building  (435');  PacBell  Building  (435');  JPMorgan  Chase  Building  (420');  The  Paramount  (420'); 
Providian  Financial  Building  (417'); 

Three  Embarcadero  Center  (413');  Two  Embarcadero  Center  (413'); 

595  Market  Street  (410');  123  Mission  Street  (407');  101  Montgomery  (404');  Embarcadero  West  (404'); 
California  Automobile  Association  Building  (400'). 

❖  In  addition  to  the  44  buildings  above,  the  following  5  towers  have  been  approved:  Sun  Tower  (650');  One 
Rincon  Hill  North  Tower  (495');  340  Fremont  Street  (440');  The  Californian  on  Rincon  Hill  (400');  and 
45  Lansing  (400'). 

❖  Some  supertall  structures  have  been  planned,  including  three  Renzo  Piano  Transbay  Transit  Center 
Towers  (1200'),  that  would  be  the  tallest  buildings  in  San  Francisco,  particularly  dangerous  for  birds.  16 
additional  proposals  for  buildings  ranging  in  height  from  400-900  feet  have  been  proposed. 

•    End  of  First  Season  Evaluation 

■    Evaluate  the  impact  with  "before"  and  "after"  photographs  before  each  season  begins,  and  at  least  once 
during  the  middle  of  each  migration  season. .  .correlate  with  registered  participants. 
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■  Report  on  number  of  birds  reported  killed  by  participating  buildings/number  received  by 
rehabbers/ Animal  Care  and  Control. 

■  Report  on  program  with  lessons  learned  that  can  be  applied  to  the  next  season's  initiative. 

■  At  end  of  fall  migration,  hold  a  small  event  to  recognize  and  thank  participants. 

■  Start  planning  process  for  next  migration  season. 

Longer  Term  Objectives  (5  year) 

■  The  City  achieves  full  participation  in  Lights  Out  from  the  tallest  buildings  on  the  target  list  and  expands 
to  other  target  buildings  and  areas  based  on  a  growing  data  base  related  to  light  pollution. 

■  The  City  develops  a  Light  Pollution  Control  policy  that  applies  to  all  new  construction  and  existing 
buildings. 

■  Are  there  participating  buildings  with  atria  and  lower  floor  reflective/transparent  glass  configurations  that 
are  frequent  collision  sites?  Building  owners/managers  may  be  willing  to  accept  suggestions  for  window 
retrofits 

■  Combine  energy  efficiency  strategies  with  bird-safe  design  in  mind. .  .solar  panels  as  windows? 

■  The  City  subsumes  bird-safety  into  the  definition  of  a  "green  building",  and  so  develops  and  promotes 
bird-friendly  policies  to  encourage  bird-safe  design  and  operation  of  future  and  existing  buildings. 
Resources  such  as  Bird-Safe  Building  Guidelines  and  Toronto's  Bird-Friendly  Development  Guidelines 
and  Rating  System  (See  References)  are  incorporated  into  City-wide  green  building  regulations. 
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Appendix  1 :  Artificial  Night  Lighting/San  Francisco  Skyline 
lotograph  A:  Artificial  Night  Sky  Brightness,  North  America,  1950's,  1970's,  1997,  projected  2025. 


Source:  Missouri  Night  Sky  Protection  Act  homepage:  www.  http://missourinspa.googlepages.com/ 


9 


Photograph  B:  San  Francisco  Skyline,  Lit 


http://www.flickr.com/photos/rich8155/530777987 


Appendix  2:  Building  Photographs 


Photograph  A:  Silver  LEED  certified  Mathematics  and  Science  Center,  Emory  University  that  is  netted  every 
fall  migration  to  prevent  bird  collisions. 
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Appendix  2:  Building  Photographs  (continued) 
Photograph  B:  Helmut  Jahn  building  draped  in  netting  to  prevent  bird  stikes  with  glass,  Illinois  Institute  of  Technology 
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Appendix  2:  Photographs  of  Buildings  (continued) 
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Appendix  3:  Photographs  of  some  of  the  Neotropical  Migrants  that  migrate  through  San  Francisco 
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ick-headed  Grosbeak 
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Appendix  3:  Photographs  of  some  of  the  Neotropical  Migrants  that  migrate  through  San  Francisco  (Continued) 
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The  Monday,  July  14,  2008,  5:00  p.m.  Regular  Meeting  of  the  Policy  Committee  was  rescheduled  to 
londay,  July  21,  2008  at  5:00  p.m. 

OMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
arieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:05  p.m.  Present:  Chair 
Wald,  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  June  9,  2008  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Discussion  and 
Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  Martin,  the  June  9,  2008 
Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  without  objection.  (Explanatory  Document:  June  9,  2008  Approved) 

Item  5  was  heard  before  Items  3  and  4. 

3.  Presentation  of  digital  platform  to  highlight  local  and  global  implementation  of  United  Nations 
(UN)  Urban  Environmental  Accords.  SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director;  STAFF  PRESENTER: 

Lawrence  S.  Grodeska,  Internet  Communications  Coordinator  (Explanatory  Document:  Presentation). 

Mr.  Grodeska  reported  on  a  software  tool  web-based  platform  option  called  "see-it"  that  would  track 
San  Francisco's  progress/success  in  meeting  the  UN  Environmental  Accords  and  would  also  highlight 
the  work  of  other  cities  across  the  world  that  have  signed  on  to  participate  in  the  accords. 
It  was  explained  that  Visible  Strategies,  the  company  that  designed  this  tool,  works  with  government 
agencies  around  the  world  to  highlight  their  sustainability  platform.  Mr.  Grodeska  reported  that  the 
website  would  contain  the  seven  accord  principles  of  energy,  water,  environmental  health, 
transportation,  urban  nature,  urban  design,  and  waste  reduction  and  visitors  to  this  site,  other  agencies, 
or  other  accord  participants  can  see  San  Francisco's  and  other  participants'  progress/success  in 
meeting  their  goals.  The  site  would  include  goals,  strategies  and  actions  being  taken  to  implement  the 
seven  accord  principles,  e.g.  for  energy,  it  would  include  strategies  for  improving  energy  efficiency  in 
San  Francisco  such  as  increasing  renewable  energy  efficiency,  then  the  specific  actions  being  taken  to 
achieve  renewable  energy  targets,  the  target  statement,  how  performance  has  been  reported,  as  well 
as  more  detailed  information  such  as  scorecards,  benchmarks,  feedback,  and  video. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  about  its  applicability  to  the  Department's  strategic  plan  and  other 
Department  programs.  Mr.  Grodeska  reported  that  Visible  Strategies  is  working  with  the  Department 
and  other  City  departments  in  presenting  their  strategic  plans  and  other  efforts,  but  at  this  time  the 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 


Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 


ily  2 1 

3 


Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee 
July  21,  2008  Draft  Meeting  Minutes 
Page  2 

concentration  is  on  the  accords.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  Marin  uses  the  software  tool 
for  their  County  General  Plan. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  whether  there  would  be  a  review  of  how  other  jurisdictions  are  presenting 
their  efforts.  Mr.  Grodeska  stated  that  each  jurisdiction  is  highlighting  their  efforts  to  their  own 
constituencies  on  an  individual  basis,  but  that  the  tool  helps  to  standardize  the  framework. 
Commissioner  Martin  asked  who  would  be  responsible  for  inputting  the  information.  Mr.  Grodeska 
reported  that  the  different  locales  would  manage  their  own  data.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  the 
success  of  the  program  lies  in  participation  by  each  of  the  jurisdictions  and  maintenance  of  the  data 
and  asked  how  San  Francisco's  information  is  linked  to  the  other  sites.  Mr.  Grodeska  explained  that 
there  would  be  a  hub  site  located  at  the  San  Francisco  Environment  website  and  from  there  you  could 
link  to  the  global  portrait  or  to  individual  cities  that  have  entered  data  onto  the  main  site.  Commissioner 
Martin  inquired  about  the  cost  of  the  program.  Mr.  Grodeska  reported  that  it  would  cost:  $12,000  for 
three  years  and  would  be  reevaluated  after  that  time. 

Chair  Wald  stated  that  it  has  been  difficult  to  track  accomplishments  and  is  very  pleased.  Chair  Wald 
asked  whether  San  Francisco's  accomplishments  could  be  accessed  directly  on  the  Department's 
website  without  having  to  link  through  another  site.  Mr.  Grodeska  stated  that  there  is  a  section  on  the 
Department's  website  that  is  an  overview  of  the  accords  and  that  would  be  updated  to  highlight  the 
global  tool  as  well  as  the  San  Francisco  specific  tool.  Chair  Wald  asked  if  there  was  a  date  set  for 
when  the  program  would  be  available  to  access.  Mr.  Grodeska  reported  that  possibly  by  mid-fall  as  the 
contract  is  in  the  process  of  being  finalized. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  there  were  initial  inquiries  made  as  to  who  else  would  want  to  sign  onto 
this  software  to  make  sure  there  is  sufficient  interest.  Mr.  Grodeska  stated  he  is  unaware  of  the 
outreach.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  that  outreach  be  worked  on  sooner  than  later  in  case  there 
are  others  doing  the  same  thing.  Chair  Wald  reported  that  one  of  the  expectations  of  the  accords  is 
that  a  third  party  would  take  over  this  effort  to  track  progress.  Her  understanding  is  that  it  has  not  been 
done  and  because  the  Department  was  so  involved  in  the  accords,  the  recognition  of  the  need  to  do 
more  than  what  was  done  was  brought  forward.  Mr.  Grodeska  reported  that  part  of  the  plan  is  to 
contact  all  of  the  locales  that  have  been  involved  so  far  and  would  want  to  become  more  involved. 
Chair  Wald  inquired  whether  training  would  be  provided.  Mr.  Grodeska  reported  that  Visible  Strategies 
is  eager  to  help  these  different  locales  learn  their  software,  and  that  it  would  not  fall  upon  the 
Department  to  do  the  training. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  whether  the  program  would  be  in  English  or  what  the  world  standard  would  j 
be.  Mr.  Grodeska  reported  that  it  hasn't  been  considered  at  this  point.  Deputy  Director  Assmann 
stated  that  the  cities  around  the  world  talk  in  many  different  languages  so  it  would  be  important  to 
consider.  The  intent  is  for  each  city  to  work  it  out  with  Visible  Strategies  in  terms  of  their  format,  and  it 
should  be  determined  if  San  Francisco's  format  should  be  in  alternative  languages  as  well. 

Public  Comment 

Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  asked  if  the  UN  would  be  involved  in  global  tracking  of  the  program.  Deputy 
Director  Assmann  reported  that  he  is  not  aware  that  the  UN  would  be  doing  global  tracking.  Chair  Wald 
stated  that  if  the  UN  were  going  to  be  doing  this  effort,  the  Department  would  not  be  doing  it.  Deputy 
Director  Assmann  explained  that  the  intent  is  for  San  Francisco  and  other  cities  to  do  their  own 
tracking.  Ms.  Wuerfel  asked  if  who  would  be  determining  if  goals  are  met  and  requested  more 
information  about  the  grading  system.  It  was  recommended  that  the  Policy  Committee  schedule  a 
meeting  to  discuss  how  performance  would  be  quantified,  how  to  determine  whether  a  target  has  been 
met,  and  by  who,  so  we  are  not  grading  ourselves  on  performance  and  so  it  is  verifiable.  Deputy 
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Director  Assmann  explained  that  some  things  are  graded  by  exterior  bodies,  e.g.,  (1 )  diversion  rates 
are  graded  and  evaluated  by  the  California  Waste  Management  Board  (CWMB)  who  does  the 
certification;  (2)  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  who  keeps  tracks  of  cars  and 
transportation.  Whether  there  is  an  outside  body  for  each  single  accord  is  hard  to  say. 

Mr.  Francisco  Da  Costa  provided  input  into  the  program's  transportation  hub  and  discussed  an 
injunction  on  the  implementation  of  the  bike  plan.  Mr.  Da  Costa  stated  that  if  we  are  to  call  ourselves  a 
green  city,  City  departments  should  do  everything  in  their  capacity  to  encourage  people  to  bike  and  be 
asked  to  provide  feedback  to  the  Department.  Mr.  Da  Costa  stated  that  he  worked  for  the  Department 
of  Defense  and  discussed  the  US  Geological  Survey  that  contains  a  lot  of  information  on  standards  that 
could  be  referenced.  Mr.  Da  Costa  stated  that  programs  such  as  this  one  should  have  standards  that 
are  linked  to  the  Precautionary  Principle  and  to  basic  standards  and  ideas  by  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality 
Management  District,  and  others. 

4.  Green  Collar  Jobs.  Development  of  a  coordinated  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  (CCSF)  green 
collar  jobs  strategic  plan  and  current  project  regarding  green  jobs  training-needs  assessment. 
SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director;  STAFF  PRESENTERS:  Anne  Eng,  Environmental  Justice 
Program  Manager;  Richard  Chien,  Green  Building  Program  -  Private  Sector  Coordinator  (Explanatory 
Document:  Presentation) 

Ms.  Eng  introduced  presentation  speakers,  Mr.  Marc  Richmond,  Practica  Consulting,  who  would  be 
describing  a  training  project  that  will  soon  be  launched;  Mr.  Steven  Suzuki,  Asian  Neighborhood  Design 
(AND);  Pandora  Thomas  and  Kevin  Danaher  of  Global  Exchange  (GE).  AND  and  GE  are  two  of  the 
new  grant  recipients  of  the  Department's  environmental  justice  funds  that  were  approved  at  the  April 
Commission  meeting.  It  was  recommended  at  the  April  Commission  meeting  that  grantees  appear 
before  the  Commission  more  often,  and  two  of  those  organizations  are  represented  here  to  speak  on 
green  collar  jobs. 

Ms.  Eng  reported  that  the  presentation  to  the  Policy  Committee  is  building  on  the  full  presentation  given 
to  the  Commission  in  April  by  Professor  Raquel  Pinderhughes  from  San  Francisco  State  and  Ms. 
Rhonda  Simmons,  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  and  Workforce  Development.  It  was  explained  that 
Ms.  Simmons  spoke  about  her  activities  coordinating  the  various  green  collar  job  initiatives  among  City 
agencies  and  Professor  Pinderhughes  described  her  extensive  research  across  the  bay  for  Oakland 
and  Berkeley  on  green  collar  jobs.  Professor  Pinderhughes  is  currently  performing  a  small  research 
project  for  San  Francisco  regarding  the  City's  green  industries  and  interviewing  employers  to  see  where 
job  opportunities  may  be  developing.  Our  Department's  focus  will  be  to  promote  entry-level  jobs  in 
green  industries  for  those  workers  who  have  been  underemployed,  unemployed,  and  marginalized  in 
our  economy. 

Professor  Pinderhughes  has  reviewed  22  job  sectors  where  green  collar  jobs  could  be  developed 
(Explanatory  Document:  072108  Berkeley  Green  Collar  Jobs  Report).  Ms.  Eng  reported  that  at  an 
earlier  meeting  in  City  Hall,  it  was  agreed  that  there  would  be  five  focus  areas  where  there  are  strong 
local  policies  and  potential  job  growth — zero  waste  and  recycling;  energy  efficiency;  renewable  energy 
technologies;  horticulture  including  urban  forestry;  and  green  building.  For  zero  waste  and  recycling, 
the  City  has  adopted  a  Construction  and  Demolition  Debris  Ordinance,  and  very  aggressive  goals  of 
75%  diversion  rate  by  2010  and  zero  waste  by  2020.  As  a  result,  there  is  potential  job  growth  in  terms 
of  collection,  sorting  and  hauling  materials,  and  waste  is  seen  as  a  commodity.  In  the  field  of  energy 
efficiency,  there  is  potential  growth  in  energy  audits;  home  performance  evaluations;  energy  efficiency 
lighting,  heating,  ventilation  and  air  conditioning  retrofits  and  installation;  and  monitoring  and 
maintenance  of  those  systems  as  well  as  potential  jobs  in  customer  service.  Renewable  energy 
technologies  include  solar,  solar  thermal,  and  possibly  wave  and  tidal  opportunities.  We  hope  to  see 
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quite  an  expansion  in  the  solar  industry  due  to  local  incentives  that  will  be  discussed  at  the  July  22 
Commission  meeting.  Green  building  would  encompass  all  areas  of  green  jobs,  including  water 
conservation,  wastewater,  stormwater  management,  energy,  indoor  air  quality,  building  materials,  etc. 

Ms.  Eng  reported  that  the  Department  is  in  its  seventh  year  of  grant  making.  The  Department  of  the 
Environment  awards  more  than  $1  million  dollars  in  grants  annually,  and  the  Environmental  Justice 
grant  program  has  supported  job  training  projects  over  the  years  including  gardening,  energy  efficiency, 
renewables,  diesel,  indoor  and  outdoor  air  quality  projects,  hazardous  material  remediation  and  other 
programs.  Ms.  Eng  reported  that  the  Department  recognizes  that  there  is  a  need  to  develop  an  action 
or  strategic  plan  and  identify  how  the  City  can  improve  coordination  between  City  departments/ 
agencies,  non-profits,  and  private  sector  employers.  It  was  explained  that  there  is  quite  a  bit  of 
resource  material  that  has  been  developed  with  City  dollars,  and  the  Department  is  in  the  process  of 
trying  to  collect,  organize,  disseminate  these  resources,  and  make  them  available  online. 

Mr.  Rich  Chien  reported  on  communication  that  he  had  received  from  City  College  instructors 
specializing  in  construction  training  programs  asking  to  meet  to  discuss  the  City's  activities  around 
green  building  and  to  identify  job  opportunities.  Mr.  Chien  reported  that  two  very  good  teams  of  green 
building  and  energy  efficiency  consultants  were  selected  through  a  Request  for  Proposal  process  in 
order  to  work  with  all  City  departments  on  commercial  and  residential  green  building  programs.  It  was 
explained  that  Mr.  Marc  Richmond,  Practica  Consulting,  is  part  of  the  team  that  has  been  working  with 
Mr.  Chien  on  residential  green  building  programs  for  a  number  of  years  primarily  through  their 
partnership  with  "Build  It  Green",  the  development  of  the  Green  Building  Guidelines,  and  the 
GreenPoint  Rated  Standard  that  is  now  the  basis  for  the  Green  Building  Ordinance  that  is  going  to  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  for  its  first  reading  on  July  22.  Mr.  Chien  explained  that  instead  of  having  all  of 
these  individual  conversations  and  trying  to  explain  what  opportunities,  policy  initiatives,  and  the  market 
for  incorporating  green  training  into  existing  programs  might  be,  he  decided  that  a  specific  half-day 
workshop/training  for  administrators  of  these  programs  would  be  designed  and  delivered. 

Mr.  Marc  Richmond  introduced  himself  and  discussed  the  proposed  scope  of  work  for  the  project.  It 
was  explained  that  the  idea  has  moved  from  having  a  discussion  of  green  building  jobs  to  actually 
preparing  people  to  work  in  available  green  jobs.  The  idea  is  to  go  through  a  collaborative  process  with 
a  small  group  who  actually  do  the  job  training  on  a  day-to-day  basis  and  ask  what  type  of  information 
they  need  to  train  their  students.  Materials  would  then  be  developed  from  this  information  and  a  half- 
day  workshop  would  be  designed  for  a  larger  group  of  interested  people.  The  smaller  group  would  be 
consulted  frequently,  would  help  finalize  the  training  materials,  and  help  make  the  presentation.  The 
training  would  also  be  made  available  on  the  web  for  future  use.  Mr.  Richmond  stated  that  the  process 
would  start  in  the  next  few  weeks  and  then  it  would  take  two  to  three  months  to  go  through  the  meeting 
process  and  design  the  training  for  the  larger  group. 

Ms.  Eng  reported  that  green  building  training  has  been  provided  to  professionals,  but  that  the  challenge 
is  to  share  resources  and  technical  know  how  with  job  trainers  and  job  instructors  who  are  working  in 
these  agencies,  with  workforce  development  agencies,  and  in  helping  to  make  the  information 
accessible  to  at-risk  unemployed  people  that  are  trying  to  gain  their  first  entry-level  jobs  in  these 
industries. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  if  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC)  is  providing 
staff  support  as  it  relates  to  their  water,  wastewater,  and  storm  water  programs.  Mr.  Chien  reported 
that  the  conversation  has  not  started  yet,  but  is  a  good  idea  as  it  relates  to  other  policy  initiatives  and 
other  priorities  particularly  around  water  conservation  and  storm  water  management.  Mr.  Chien 
explained  that  what  is  currently  planned  is  the  first  step  of  the  project.  Chair  Wald  stated  that  we  really 
need  a  Strategic  Plan  in  San  Francisco  that  will  incorporate  this  step  as  well  as  other  steps  that  will 
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ensure  that  all  of  the  people  that  could  benefit  from  the  workshop  actually  attend  the  trainings,  and  that 
all  of  the  potential  employers  of  the  people  who  are  trained  through  the  program  actually  employ  the 
people  who  are  trained.  It  was  explained  that  there  is  not  much  that  the  Department  can  do  by  itself  to 
make  this  happen.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  the  key  is  to  provide  a  framework,  e.g.,  people 
being  trained,  people  doing  the  training,  people  hiring  the  people  who  have  been  trained,  but  we  have 
not  talked  about  San  Francisco's  vision  for  this  effort.  Ms.  Eng  reported  that  it  could  be  a  component  of 
a  larger  action  plan  or  strategic  plan.  It  was  explained  that  Mr.  David  Pascal,  Clean  Tech  Manager,  is 
trying  to  attract  clean  industries/new  industries  that  would  provide  job  opportunities.  It  was  explained 
that  an  effort  is  being  made  to  look  at  the  market  in  order  to  help  attract  and  retain  businesses  that 
would  provide  new  job  opportunities.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  opportunities  should  be  for 
anyone  that  wants  a  job  in  these  fields,  not  just  for  people  who  have  barriers  to  employment. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  on  current  efforts  to  incorporate  this  program  into  a  Strategic  Plan.  Ms. 
Eng  reported  that  a  plan  is  not  in  place  at  this  moment,  but  it  is  recognized  that  a  need  exists.  The  Plan 
would  come  out  of  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  and  Workforce  Development  who  has  started 
coordinating  among  City  agencies  to  try  to  standardize  benchmarks  and  has  developed  a  matrix  for 
tracking  progress  among  various  agencies  that  provides  job  training.  It  was  explained  that  the 
Department  is  providing  guidance  in  this  effort. 

Ms.  Pandora  Thomas  presented  an  overview  of  Global  Exchange's  Green  Career  Program  that  is 
working  in  collaboration  with  City  College  of  San  Francisco  South  East  Campus  and  the  Solar  Living 
Institute  to  help  City  College-students  access  green  career  opportunities.  Ms.  Thomas  described  green 
internship  program  objectives  and  program  highlights  (Explanatory  Document: )  A  list  of  green 
business  organizations  and  their  contact  information  was  also  provided  072108  Global  Exchange 
Green  Career  Program.  Ms.  Thomas  described  the  Green  Career  Conference  held  in  the  spring  at  City 
College  Southeast  Campus  that  presented  an  opportunity  for  experts  from  various  sectors  of  the  green 
community  to  talk  to  participants  about  everything  they  need  to  know  to  enter  into  green  careers.  After 
the  conference,  a  green  building  fair  was  held  so  that  participants  could  apply  for  internships  offered  by 
participating  green  businesses. 

Mr.  Kevin  Danaher  stated  that  Global  Exchange  also  has  a  larger  goal  of  creating  a  Green  Career 
pipeline  and  explained  efforts  working  on  Green  Festivals  and  with  participating  green  companies  on 
recruiting,  training,  and  retraining  personnel.  It  was  explained  that  a  two-year  contract  has  been 
established  with  the  Department  of  Children,  Youth  and  their  Families  and  the  San  Francisco  Unified 
School  District  to  work  with  another  non-profit  community  educational  service  to  develop  an 
environmental  service-learning  program  for  seven  pilot  high  schools.  It  was  explained  that  a  long-term 
vision  consists  of  creating  a  green  careers  pipeline  that  integrates  all  the  different  efforts. 

Mr.  Steve  Suzuki  described  the  efforts  of  Asian  Neighborhood  Design  in  working  on  green  workforce 
development  and  job  training  with  a  more  difficult  client  base  that  includes  people  who  have  come  out 
of  incarceration,  recovery  programs,  and  don't  have  high  school  diplomas.  It  was  explained  that  the 
construction  field  oftentimes  works  best  for  this  client  group.  Mr.  Suzuki  referenced  Professor 
Pinderhughes  reference  to  the  importance  of  helping  people  who  have  typically  been  disadvantaged.  It 
was  explained  that  the  primary  client  base  for  the  training  program  are  African  Americans  out  of  the 
Hunters  Point  and  Western  Addition  areas  where  crime  rates  are  prevalent,  and  the  goal  is  to  get  these 
people  into  meaningful  jobs  and  change  their  mindset.  It  was  explained  that  there  are  pilothouses  that 
have  been  established  for  trainees  to  work  on,  and  larger  neighborhood  workshops  will  be  held  to 
discuss  insulation,  weatherization,  conservation,  recycling,  and  to  teach  what  green  really  means.  Mr. 
Suzuki  discussed  efforts  working  in  conjunction  with  Union  Local  22  to  focus  on  construction  carpentry, 
but  stated  that  training  could  also  be  provided  in  the  plumbing,  electrical,  heating  and  ventilation  areas. 
Mr.  Suzuki  stated  that  he  looks  forward  to  working  on  creating  a  collective  holistic  strategic  plan. 
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Commissioner  Martin  asked  how  the  recent  adoption  of  the  California  Green  Building  Code  would 
interface  with  ours.  Mr.  Chien  explained  that  last  week,  the  California  Building  Standards  Commission 
formally  adopted  a  statewide  Green  Building  Code  that  sets  out  voluntary  measures  starting  January  1,1 
2009  for  residential  buildings  and  starting  in  2010,  it  would  require  about  18  low-hanging  measures  as  a 
requirement  to  meet  the  California  Building  Code.  Mr.  Chien  did  not  have  additional  information  on 
what  it  would  mean  for  the  commercial  building  code,  but  indicated  that  many  measures  would  basically 
reflect  what  is  in  LEED  and  that  there  is  a  longer  lead  time  before  measures  are  actually  required. 
There  was  concern  from  local  jurisdictions  that  if  the  state  came  out  with  a  Green  Building  Code,  that  it 
would  preempt  locals  from  pushing  harder  to  ask  for  higher  levels  of  green  in  their  local  codes.  There 
was  an  agreement  between  environmental  groups  and  the  California  Buildings  Standards  Commission 
that  there  would  be  strong  intent  language  in  the  Code  that  would  still  allow  local  jurisdictions  to  exceed 
the  California  Green  Building  Code. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Ruslan  Filipau,  San  Francisco  State  student,  thanked  everyone  who  is  working  on 
these  issues  creating  opportunities  for  people  to  get  jobs  who  would  otherwise  not  be  participating  in 
the  labor  market.  It  was  stated  that  creating  so  many  jobs  for  people  who  have  limited  skills  probably 
precludes  others  who  are  already  employed  by  this  industry  and  as  a  result  may  lose  their  jobs.  Mr. 
Filipau  suggested  ensuring  that  green  collar  workers  from  the  underserved  community  not  be  put  in  a 
position  to  compete  with  people  performing  this  work  right  now.  Mr.  Filipau  asked  if  there  are  training 
mechanisms  for  people  that  are  not  part  of  the  disadvantaged  workforce.  Mr.  Chien  stated  that  part  of 
the  strategic  planning  process  is  to  create  a  supply  of  skilled  trained  workers.  Ms.  Eng  reported  that 
the  Department  of  the  Environment  is  not  a  traditional  workforce  development  agency,  but  is  supplying 
some  City  funding  for  green  industry  related  job  training  programs,  and  the  City  also  has  several 
agencies  heavily  involved  with  job  training  and  workforce  development  that  might  have  agreements 
with  employers. 

5.  Lights  Out  San  Francisco  -  Review  of  Proposal  by  the  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society  and  the 

American  Bird  Conservancy  to  reduce  unnecessary  night  lighting  in  the  city  of  San  Francisco  to  reduce 
the  threat  of  nighttime  collisions  with  buildings  for  migratory  birds,  conserve  resources,  save  money, 
reduce  greenhouse  gas  emissions  and  ultimately  increase  visibility  of  the  night  sky.  (Informational 
Presentation  and  Discussion)  (Explanatory  Document:  072108  Lights  Out  San  Francisco  Background 
Findings  and  Campaign  Plan) 

SPONSOR:  Commissioner  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin;  SPEAKERS:  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director 
and  Noreen  Weeden,  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society 


Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  nationwide  up  to  a  billion  birds  are  killed  by  collisions  with 
buildings  every  year  (based  on  a  conservative  estimate  often  birds  per  building  every  migration 
season).  It  has  been  estimated  that  5%  of  the  bird  population  is  killed  annually  by  collisions  with 
buildings.  It  was  explained  that  341  of  the  650  bird  species  that  breed  in  North  America  are  neo-tropical 
migrants  (they  breed  in  North  America  but  they  migrate  to  North  and  Central  America  for  the  winter 
time).  As  part  of  that  migration,  the  birds  go  through  flyways  through  urban  areas,  and  a  number  of 
them  are  killed  in  collisions  with  buildings.  Of  the  650  bird  species  in  North  America,  127  are  in  long- 
term  decline  and  60  are  in  severe  decline,  which  means  they  have  lost  more  than  45%  of  their 
population  in  the  last  40  years. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  explained  that  lights  are  a  magnet  for  birds  and  particularly  when  there  are 
low  clouds  and  fog.  Birds  do  not  perceive  clear  or  reflective  glass  as  a  barrier  to  be  avoided,  so  they 
collide  with  buildings.  LEED  certification  does  not  take  bird  collisions  into  account  and  LEED  certified 
buildings  are  more  of  a  problem  than  non-LEED  because  they  tend  to  have  more  glass.  The  solution  to 
this  problem  would  be  to  do  a  combination  of  turning  lights  off  at  night  between  1 1 :00  p.m.  and  6:00 
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a.m.  and  put  up  netting  on  certain  buildings  that  are  more  prone  to  collisions  than  others.  The  "Lights 
Out"  program  is  not  a  new  program — it  has  been  established  in  six  or  seven  cities  around  the  country, 
Toronto,  Canada;  Chicago,  Detroit,  Minneapolis,  St.  Paul,  New  York  and  Milwaukee.  The  programs  are 
voluntary  programs  that  have  been  organized  between  the  municipalities,  building  owners  and 
managers,  and  conservation  groups.  Some  of  these  programs  have  been  shown  to  reduce  bird 
collisions  by  up  to  80%. 

This  particular  proposal  is  to  try  to  set  up  a  similar  program  in  San  Francisco,  which  would  start  off  with 
a  stakeholder  meeting  to  identify  a  voluntary  program  that  would  start  for  the  next  migration  season  that 
is  generally  between  February  15  and  May  31  and  between  August  15  and  November  30.  The  proposal 
is  to  start  by  targeting  the  44  tallest  buildings  in  San  Francisco,  which  are  the  ones  most  likely  to  have 
the  problem.  The  voluntary  program  would  have  a  triple  benefit  that  includes  reduced  bird  collisions, 
energy  conservation  benefits,  and  reduced  light  pollution.  There  are  a  number  of  different  ways  to  go 
about  this — one  of  the  ways  is  to  install  occupancy  sensors  and  to  work  on  getting  lights  turned  off  on 
those  buildings  that  have  exterior  and  interior  lighting  that  is  problematic. 

Ms.  Weeden,  Chairperson  for  the  San  Francisco  Conservation  Committee  of  Golden  Gate  Audubon, 
reported  that  since  1917,  Golden  Gate  Audubon  has  been  dedicated  to  protecting  Bay  Area  birds,  other 
wildlife,  and  their  natural  habitats.  The  focus  is  to  protect  native  birds  and  other  wildlife  species  in  the 
San  Francisco  Bay  Area,  particularly  those  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  and  parts  of 
Alameda  and  Contra  Costa  Counties.  Ms.  Weeden  reported  that  Golden  Gate  Audubon  and  the  City  of 
San  Francisco  both  participated  in  "Lights  Out"  events  in  the  fall  of  2007  and  in  the  Earth  Hour  event 
held  in  Spring  2008,  which  helped  raise  awareness  that  it  is  important  to  eliminate  unnecessary  lighting 
to  save  energy  resources  and  to  protect  migratory  birds. 

Ms.  Weeden  discussed  the  migration  of  birds  along  the  Pacific  Flyway  through  the  San  Francisco  Bay 
Area  every  spring  and  fall  and  explained  that  several  of  the  migratory  birds  are  federally  listed  as 
threatened  or  endangered.  It  was  reported  that  studies  indicate  that  artificial  light  disorients  birds, 
especially  the  many  birds  that  migrate  at  night,  and  sometimes  causes  birds  to  strike  buildings  or 
structures  on  rooftops.  Ms.  Weeden  reported  that  Golden  Gate  Audubon  supports  the  proposal  to 
expand  the  "Lights  Out"  program  as  it  would  dramatically  reduce  nighttime  collisions  with  buildings,  help 
decrease  unnecessary  night  lighting  in  San  Francisco,  conserve  resources,  save  money,  reduce 
greenhouse  gas  emissions,  and  ultimately  increase  the  visibility  of  the  night  sky.  (Explanatory 
Document:  Transcript  of  Ms.  Weeden's  presentation) 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  going  forward  would  like  to 
hold  a  stakeholder  meeting,  then  create  a  plan  that  could  be  brought  back  to  the  full  Commission,  and 
go  forward  with  implementation.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  is  pleased  with  this  proposal  and 
explained  that  she  is  also  interested  in  the  "Dark  Skies"  movement  as  it  relates  to  general  pollution  and 
energy  conservation.  Commissioner  Martin  questioned  whether  the  program  could  start  earlier  than 
1 1 :00  p.m.  as  an  energy  conservation  measure.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  occupancy 
sensors  could  address  the  issue  of  how  late  the  building  was  being  used,  and  that  the  program  could 
start  earlier  as  a  result.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  in  terms  of  energy  conservation  and  light 
pollution,  she  would  like  the  program  to  be  in  effect  all  year  instead  of  just  the  migratory  period  of  every 
spring  and  fall.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  from  an  energy  conservation  standpoint,  it  doesn't 
make  sense  to  run  the  program  only  six  months  of  the  year  and  explained  that  other  than  the  netting 
installation,  it  should  be  run  all  year  round.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended  researching  another 
acceptable  permanent  solution  that  could  address  netting.  Commissioner  Martin  also  recommended 
that  lighting  on  hilltop  structures  and  poles  be  reduced  as  well. 
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Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended  reviewing  street  lighting.  It  was  suggested  that  people  who  are 
interested  in  this  program  should  provide  their  input  as  soon  as  possible  into  the  Better  Streets  Plan 
because  even  though  there  is  some  good  language  in  the  plan  about  minimizing  light  pollution,  it  allows 
lighting  for  decorative  purposes.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended  that  upward  lighting  be  minimized 
on  tennis  courts  and  softball  diamonds. 

Chair  Wald  stated  that  she  supports  the  voluntary  effort  of  this  program,  but  would  like  some  thought  to 
establishing  some  baseline  or  quantified  goals  in  order  to  make  a  decision  whether  we  need  to  go  from 
a  voluntary  program  to  a  regulatory  program.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  presenting  data  of  the 
initial  cost  and  payback  period  of  the  occupancy  sensors  to  the  building  owners.  Deputy  Director 
Assmann  stated  that  it  is  important  to  determine  who  is  responsible  for  energy  conservation  in  the 
buildings—if  it  is  a  facility  that  PG&E  is  responsible  for,  they  would  be  worked  with  to  prepare  an 
evaluation  and  to  determine  whether  occupancy  sensors  makes  the  most  sense.  It  was  explained  that 
occupancy  sensors  may  not  always  work  due  to  electrical  system  wiring  malfunctions  and  then  lights 
would  have  to  be  turned  off  manually.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  explained  that  goals  could  be 
established  and  tried  for  a  year  or  two,  and  recommendations  could  then  be  made  to  switch  to  a 
mandatory  program  if  the  voluntary  program  is  not  working.  It  was  explained  that  this  proposal 
dovetails  with  energy  efficiency  work  that  is  already  planned.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that 
there  are  also  residential  buildings  that  are  very  tall  towers  that  should  be  included. 

Commissioner  Martin  questioned  whether  there  are  specific  numbers  for  local  bird  collisions  based  on 
collected  information.  Ms.  Weeden  reported  that  Golden  Gate  Audubon  does  not  have  specific 
tabulated  information  about  San  Francisco.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  that  an  effort  be  made  to 
initiate  a  reporting  mechanism  of  bird  collisions  in  order  to  measure  what  is  being  provided  for  this 
initiative.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  volunteers  could  survey  a  select  area  for  a  period  of 
time,  but  explained  that  it  can  be  an  invisible  problem  as  an  area  may  be  cleared  before  a  collision  is 
noticed.  Ms.  Weeden  suggested  requesting  the  cooperation  of  building  owners,  managers,  and 
associations  in  this  effort. 

Public  Comment: 

Mr.  Kevin  Foley,  San  Francisco  State  University,  Environmental  Studies  major,  stated  that  he  has 
reviewed  the  "Lights  Out  San  Francisco"  longer-term  objectives  (five-year)  section  and  is  particularly 
interested  in  one  point  made  "Combine  energy  efficiency  strategies  with  bird-safe  design  in  mind... solar 
panels  as  windows"?  Mr.  Foley  asked  whether  this  effort  has  been  researched  and  tested.  Deputy 
Director  Assmann  stated  that  not  to  his  knowledge,  but  it  is  a  recommendation  being  made  to  research 
setting  up  solar  panels  in  such  a  way  that  they  don't  act  as  collision  magnets  for  birds.  Commissioner 
Martin  stated  that  she  does  not  know  of  any  vertically  oriented  embedded  solar  in  glass,  but  there  is  a 
horizontal  glass  canopy  or  awning  in  the  California  of  Academy  Sciences  building  that  has  embedded 
solar,  and  is  a  technology  that  is  available.  Mr.  Foley  inquired  whether  it  would  be  possible  to  make  the 
program  mandatory  as  opposed  to  voluntary  in  the  next  five  years.  Deputy  Director  Assmann 
explained  that  the  Commission  at  any  time  could  make  a  recommendation  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
to  pass  enabling  legislation. 

Ms.  Mimi  Csolti,  Environmental  Studies  student,  San  Francisco  State  University,  thanked  Deputy 
Director  Assmann;  Ms.  Weeden,  Golden  Gate  Audubon,  and  the  Commissioners  for  letting  her  speak  in 
support  of  "Lights  Out  San  Francisco."  Ms.  Csolti  reported  that  part  of  her  curriculum  this  summer  is  for 
students  to  speak  out  on  something  at  a  public  hearing  that  they  feel  passionate  about.  Ms.  Csolti 
discussed  her  experiences  bird  watching  in  Cape  May  to  watch  thousands  of  a  variety  of  birds  take 
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flight.  It  was  stated  that  all  life  has  intrinsic  value  and  inherent  worth,  and  that  interfering  with  even  the 
most  basic  creatures  upsets  the  natural  order  of  things  regardless  if  they  are  a  keystone  species  or  not. 
As  man  has  expanded,  the  lack  of  thought  given  to  migratory  patterns  of  birds  has  become  evident. 

Ms.  Csolti  reported  that  according  to  the  Fatal  Light  Awareness  Program  (FLAP),  structural  hazards  are 
actually  responsible  for  more  bird-kills  than  higher  profile  catastrophes  such  as  oil  spills.  FLAP  is 
working  towards  bringing  attention  to  the  importance  of  considering  bird  migratory  patterns  as  well  as 
structural  hazards  that  threaten  them  by  developing  bird-friendly  guidelines  some  of  which  have  been 
discussed  today  and  others  that  include  visual  markers  and  strategies  for  dealing  with  reflection.  Ms. 
Csolti  stated  that  from  a  financial  and  ecological  point  of  view,  turning  off  the  lights  makes  sense- 
money  is  saved  and  pollution  is  reduced.  According  to  New  York  Audubon,  one  building  with  2.5 
million  square  feet  of  floor  space  would  conserve  750,000  kilowatts  and  save  $1 20,000  if  they  turned 
off  their  lights  from  September  1  until  October  31,  and  that  is  turning  off  the  lights  only  from  midnight 
on.  That  transfers  into  savings  from  emissions  and  pollution. 

Ms.  Csolti  stated  that  when  it  comes  to  ecological  conservation,  everything  is  possible,  nothing  is 
impossible.  In  Stockholm,  a  Swedish  company  plans  to  harness  the  body  heat  generated  by 
commuters  and  heat  nearby  offices  with  it.  In  Amsterdam,  the  three  world's  largest  light  bulb  makers 
will  push  European  consumers  to  switch  to  energy  savings  bulbs  in  a  bid  to  cut  carbon  and  dioxide 
emissions.  It  is  estimated  that  if  they  changed  out  all  of  the  inefficient  bulbs  to  efficient  bulbs  they 
would  need  27  fewer  plants.  Ms.  Csolti  stated  that  California  should  set  the  standards  in  this  effort  for 
the  rest  of  the  world  to  follow. 

Ms.  Linda  Yacobucci  asked  how  the  number  of  birds  killed  per  building  figure  had  been  determined. 
Ms.  Weeden  explained  that  there  were  studies  completed  in  New  York  by  volunteers  that  had  walked 
around  buildings,  collected  the  birds,  and  actually  completed  a  detailed  study,  and  that  detailed 
information  is  included  in  the  report.  Ms.  Yacobucci  asked  if  figures  are  based  on  only  one  study.  Ms. 
Weeden  stated  that  Toronto  had  also  completed  a  study.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the 
report  cites  a  few  studies  where  they  have  gone  out  and  counted  bird  collisions  on  specific  buildings  in 
different  cities  such  as  Manhattan;  Richmond,  Virginia;  Emery  University;  Toronto.  The  bird  mortality  is 
based  on  ten  birds  per  building  per  year,  which  is  not  a  lot,  but  if  you  multiply  that  number  by  the 
number  of  existing  buildings,  you  come  up  with  very  large  numbers.  Ms.  Yacobucci  asked  how  they 
came  up  with  that  number.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  there  was  a  large  study  done  in  the 
1970's  by  Dr.  Klem  that  is  cited  in  the  report.  It  was  explained  that  there  were  buildings  that  had 
significantly  more  bird  collisions  than  others  due  to  their  height  or  location.  The  idea  for  preparing  a 
new  survey  is  to  target  44  buildings  in  San  Francisco,  the  tallest  ones,  the  ones  most  likely  to  create 
problems.  Ms.  Yacobucci  inquired  about  bird  migration  patterns.  Ms.  Weeden  explained  that  some 
birds  come  out  to  the  coast  and  migrate  down,  and  other  birds  fly  along  the  coast  the  entire  migration 
path. 

6.  Status  Report  on  the  Development  of  a  Wildlife  Management  Plan  for  San  Francisco.  Initial 

presentation  of  a  Draft  Policy  Framework  to  guide  future  creation  of  a  management  plan.  (Informational 
Report  and  Discussion)  SPONSOR:  Commissioner  Johanna  Wald;  SPEAKER:  Commissioner  Ruth 
Gravanis 
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Vice-Chair  Gravanis  reported  that  she  had  talked  to  Mr.  Carl  Friedman,  Director  of  Animal  Care  and 
Control  who  agreed  that  it  would  be  important  to  establish  a  working  relationship  on  this  effort  with  his 
department,  other  City  departments,  other  applicable  agencies,  and  non-profits.  It  was  reported  that 
Mr.  Friedman  had  one  caveat  that  he  did  not  want  the  Wildlife  Plan  to  include  a  discussion  of  feral  cats 
and  off-leash  dogs.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  she  would  like  to  do  a  professional  job  on  this 
Plan,  and  that  funding  would  be  required  to  hire  Department  staff  or  an  outside  consultant  to  prepare  a 
real  management  plan.  Grants  could  be  applied  for  through  a  request  to  Ms.  Rosenmoss,  the 
Department's  Grants  Manager.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  distributed  and  presented  on  a  'Wildlife 
Management  Plan  for  San  Francisco  Draft  Policy  Framework"  that  would  be  used  for  the  purpose  of 
creating  a  proposal  by  the  Grants  Manager  and  would  give  potential  foundations  a  sense  of  what  would 
be  in  the  scope  of  work. 


Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  she  had  reviewed  existing  City  policies  such  as  the  Environmental 
Protection  Element  of  the  General  Plan  and  the  Biodiversity  Element  of  the  Sustainability  Plan,  which 
call  for  wildlife  protection  and  the  protection  and  restoration  of  the  City's  biodiversity.  Additionally,  other 
documents  that  were  referenced  include  the  Recreation  and  Open  Space  element  and  its  area  plans, 
and  documents  on  other  websites  such  as  the  SPCA  and  the  Department  of  Animal  Care  and  Control. 
Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  Chair  Wald  had  previously  requested  that  the  plan  be  applicable  to 
what  is  called  for  in  the  Urban  Environmental  Accords  with  respect  to  wildlife.  It  was  explained  that  it  is 
necessary  to  make  sure  there  is  good  public  and  agency  participation  in  creation  of  the  plan,  and  that 
stakeholders  would  be  identified  and  invited  to  participate  in  the  process.  As  draft  documents  are 
issued,  they  would  be  made  available  for  public  review. 


Vice-Chair  Gravanis  discussed  the  topics  outlined  in  the  "Wildlife  Management  Plan  for  San  Francisco 
Draft  Policy  Framework"  that  include  1)  identifying  habitat  that  wildlife  requires;  (2)  threats  to  wildlife 
that  must  be  addressed;  (3)  opportunities  for  wildlife  enhancement;  (4)  education/outreach  methods 
and  vehicles;  (5)  implementation  strategies;  and  (6)  directives,  legislation,  agreements,  etc.  to 
implement  the  Plan's  recommendations  (see  explanatory  document  for  a  detailed  outline).  Next  steps 
would  be  to  research  what  other  cities  are  doing,  identify  stakeholders,  revise  the  framework  draft 
based  on  comments  received,  research  funding  opportunities,  and  provide  proposal  content  to  the 
Department  Grants  Manager. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  understands  that  there  are  sensitivities  and  boundaries  around 
feral  cats  and  domesticated  dogs,  but  felt  it  was  important  to  include  these  topics  in  the  plan.  Chair 
Wald  stated  that  if  this  is  going  to  be  a  citywide  comprehensive  plan,  that  all  city  agencies  that  have 
relevant  expertise  should  be  involved  and  be  given  an  opportunity  to  integrate  their  concerns  and 
recommendations  into  a  Central  Plan  that  will  accomplish  the  agreed  upon  goals.  Chair  Wald 
encouraged  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  the  Department  to  think  of  the  draft  framework  as  the  basis  for  a 
funding  proposal,  the  focus  of  which  would  be  to  engage  stakeholders  and  other  city  agencies  in  the 
process. 

Public  Comment 

Ms.  Linda  Yacobucci  discussed  Trap/neuter/return  (TNR),  a  national  resource  program  in  San 
Francisco  that  is  successful  in  addressing  the  feral  cat  issue.  It  was  requested  that  the  San  Francisco 
SPCA  be  included  as  one  of  the  stakeholders  in  preparing  the  plan.  Ms.  Yacobucci  stated  that  she 
does  not  want  any  animal  killed  to  save  another  animal,  and  if  you  remove  a  feral  cat,  there  is  nowhere 
for  them  to  go,  and  they  get  killed.  Ms.  Yacobucci  spoke  in  support  of  including  non-native  wildlife  and 
plants  in  the  plan  and  expressed  her  concern  that  certain  groups  call  blue  jays  "garbage  animals",  or 
eucalyptus  "garbage  plants."  It  was  stated  that  non-native  habitats  are  very  critical  to  San  Francisco 
as  the  plants  provide  food,  nesting  material,  and  resources  for  at-risk  animals.  Ms.  Yacobucci  spoke 
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about  the  dangers  of  humans  feeding  an  animal  and  explained  that  accidentally  feeding  an  animal  does 
not  make  the  animal  acclimated  to  humans.  Ms.  Yacobucci  also  expressed  her  concern  about 
pesticides  that  are  applied  on  private  properties  and  near  hospitals,  and  reported  on  Laguna  Honda's 
continuous  use  of  baits  that  cause  bird  deaths. 

Ms.  Sally  Stephens,  Chair  of  the  Animal  Control  and  Welfare  Commission,  reported  that  the 
Commission  exists  to  advise  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  all  animal  welfare  issues  in  the  City  and 
would  ask  for  advice  and  counsel  if  the  plan  is  brought  to  their  attention.  Ms.  Stephens  encouraged  the 
Committee  to  consult  the  Animal  Control  and  Welfare  Commission  early  on  in  the  process  before 
problems  are  found.  It  was  explained  that  there  would  be  a  presentation  at  the  next  Commission 
meeting  on  August  14  by  the  Animal  Crossing  Community  (ACC)  on  the  issues  surrounding  coyotes 
being  hit  by  cars.  Ms.  Stephens  reported  that  their  Commission  is  involved  with  the  Zoo  at  this  time, 
and  that  one  of  the  issues  that  animal  rights  activists  have  with  the  San  Francisco  Zoological  Society  is 
that  they  look  only  at  the  species  and  not  at  the  individual  animals.  One  of  the  concerns  with  the 
breeding  programs  is  that  they  care  only  about  the  breeding  of  endangered  species,  and  not  with  the 
fact  that  animals  are  often  kept  in  inhumane  conditions  or  that  they  are  constantly  moved  from  zoo  to 
zoo. 

Mr.  Francisco  Da  Costa  stated  that  we  need  to  review  wildlife  management  plans  that  already  exist  in 
our  area,  starting  with  the  Presidio  of  San  Francisco,  which  not  only  has  a  forest  management  plan  but 
a  very  detailed  wildlife  management  plan.  Mr.  Da  Costa  explained  that  he  represents  the  first  people  of 
this  area  and  is  interested  in  the  last  frontier  and  those  areas,  which  are  really  wild  but  adversely 
impacted  by  radiologic/toxic  elements,  e.g.,  Hunters  Point  and  the  Farallon  Islands.  Mr.  Da  Costa 
suggested  considering  other  elements  such  as  mercury,  lead,  heavy  metals  that  are  affecting  the 
wildlife  in  the  bay,  and  recommended  that  a  policy  be  linked  to  good  health.  Mr.  Da  Costa  also 
recommended  reviewing  Golden  Gate  Park's  detailed  forest  management  plan  to  assess  its 
deficiencies  in  terms  of  wildlife,  and  then  apply  findings  to  Treasure  Island,  Mission  Bay  and  other 
areas. 

Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  recommended  identifying  whether  the  document  would  serve  the  purpose  of  a  plan 
or  a  policy  as  both  terms  were  used  throughout  the  presentation.  If  the  Department  is  looking  to  provide 
policy  and  guidance  to  the  city  as  a  way  to  move  forward,  it  would  be  a  totally  different  document  than  a 
plan  that  would  include  the  how  to,  where  to,  and  by  to  kinds  of  hands-on  things.  Ms.  Wuerfel  stated 
that  she  does  not  hear  that  San  Francisco  embraces  the  term  "biodiversity"  for  all  living  things  that  are 
here,  and  that  somehow  natural  things  are  more  valuable  than  non-natural  things.  Ms.  Wuerfel  stated 
that  plants,  animals  or  people  have  a  right  to  be  here,  and  therefore  would  like  to  encourage  that 
biodiversity  be  thought  about  as  lots  of  different  things.  Ms.  Wuerfel  also  suggested  being  realistic  and 
to  work  on  implementable  issues.  Laws  should  not  be  passed  to  prevent  people  from  being  human 
beings  as  there  will  be  a  backlash.  Ms.  Wuerfel  recommended  introducing  a  plan  that  can  be  achieved, 
is  something  that  would  be  the  most  manageable  for  human  beings  and  wild  animals,  and  to  always 
allow  for  public  input. 

Ms.  Noreen  Weeden  reported  that  she  is  impressed  with  the  draft  framework  and  is  supportive  of  this 
topic.  Ms.  Weeden  stated  that  a  successful  restoration  project  was  implemented  in  San  Francisco  at 
Pier  94  on  Port  property.  A  year  after  that  area  was  restored  native  birds  came  and  nested  there.  Ms. 
Weeden  spoke  in  support  of  involving  inter-agencies  in  this  effort.  It  was  explained  that  there  are  many 
projects  going  on  in  the  future  that  look  at  open  space  as  part  of  their  planning.  Ms.  Weeden  stated 
that  she  also  supports  the  idea  of  not  feeding  wildlife  human  food  as  it  attracts  non-native  pests  that 
cause  problems  in  the  City. 
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Mr.  Micah  Shull,  San  Francisco  State,  Environmental  Studies,  stated  that  he  is  also  a  surfer  who 
spends  a  lot  of  time  at  Ocean  Beach  and  that  every  summer  a  family  of  dolphins  arrive,  and  the 
numbers  seem  to  be  increasing  every  year.  It  makes  him  happy  to  be  in  San  Francisco  as  a  result.  Mr 
Shull  stated  that  he  is  excited  that  the  Department  is  taking  the  time  to  pursue  a  comprehensive  wildlife 
plan  and  supports  and  encourages  the  effort. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  she  would  prepare  a  list  of  stakeholders,  next  steps,  and 
considerations,  and  then  discuss  a  grant  proposal  with  the  Department  Director  and  Grants  Manager. 
The  public  was  asked  to  send  additional  comments  to  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  through  the  Commission 
Secretary,  Monica  Fish. 

7.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

Mr.  Francisco  Da  Costa  recommended  paying  attention  to  reducing  methane  gas  from  sewage 
treatment  plants  especially  in  the  southeast  sector  of  San  Francisco  as  a  way  to  reduce  our  carbon 
footprint.  It  was  explained  that  one  ton  of  methane  gas  is  equivalent  to  22  tons  of  carbon  dioxide.  Mr. 
Da  Costa  recommended  that  in  addition  to  focusing  on  areas  to  do  with  plants,  animals,  birds,  and  fish 
that  more  attention  should  be  given  to  pollution  control  and  its  effects  on  children  and  elders  especially 
in  the  southeast  sector.  It  was  reported  that  a  company  has  bombarded  the  area  with  asbestos 
structures  and  recommended  that  the  Commission  and  Committee  access  a  dust  mitigation  plan, 
Article  31 ,  established  by  the  San  Francisco  Health  Department  to  see  how  those  standards  could  be 
enforced.  Mr.  Da  Costa  stated  that  the  Department  was  created  from  a  $13.6  million  grant  and  links 
many  of  their  projects  to  southeast  sector  environmental  justice  advocacy. 

Ms.  Sally  Stephens  stated  that  she  wants  to  make  sure  that  there  will  be  a  public  process  around  the 
Wildlife  Management  Plan  and  that  the  public  is  able  to  comment  on  revisions  before  it  is  completed. 
Ms.  Stephens  also  recommended  that  the  Commission  Secretary  provide  a  microphone  for  the  meeting 
room  so  everyone  is  able  to  hear  the  proceedings  adequately.  Ms.  Fish  stated  she  would  look  into  this 
possibility  in  the  future  and  that  sound-enhancement  systems  can  also  be  made  available  with 
adequate  notice  before  the  meeting.  Chair  Wald  stated  that  Vice-Chair  Gravanis's  purpose  in  creating 
the  draft  framework  is  to  bring  a  funding  proposal  to  the  Grants  Manager,  so  that  fundraising  proposals 
could  be  submitted  to  potential  donors  that  would  support  this  kind  of  work.  When  funds  are  received, 
then  everything  would  be  done  through  a  public  process.  It  was  explained  that  it  is  not  the 
Commission's  policy  to  put  fundraising  proposals  up  for  public  review  and  comment.  Vice-Chair 
Gravanis  indicated  that  the  scope  of  work  would  be  to  engage  in  a  stakeholder  process.  Deputy 
Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  Plan  itself  would  go  through  a  public  process.  Commissioner  Martin 
stated  that  today  was  intended  as  a  means  for  public  comment  as  well.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  reported 
that  any  additional  comments  could  be  directed  to  the  Commission  Secretary  and  would  be  forwarded 
to  the  Vice-Chair. 

8.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  There  were  no  announcements  made  at  this  time. 

9.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Future  presentation  requests:  Vice  Chair 
Gravanis-Better  Streets  Plan/Urban  Forest  Plan.  Chair  Wald-urban  forestry  activities. 

10.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:45  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 
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Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street.  San  Francisco..  California  between  the 
3urs  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.orq/site/sfenvironment  meeting, asp?id=61 005.  (3)  by  clicking 
i  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at 
onica.Fish@sfqov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  Explanatory  documents  that  are  received  after  posting  of  this  agenda  are 
mailable  on  the  website  or  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  the  contact  information  listed  above. 


Dproved: 


Hell 
oncl; 


arieF 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
POLICY  COMMITTEE 


*RESCHEDULED  MEETING 
DRAFT  MINUTES-Corrected 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 


J. 7/ 


AUG  2  0  2GG8 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLfC  LIBRARY 


Monday,  July  21,  2008,  5:00  P.M. 


City  Hall,  Room  421 


One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 


San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


he  Monday,  July  14,  2008,  5:00  p.m.  Regular  Meeting  of  the  Policy  Committee  was  rescheduled  to 
onday,  July  21,  2008  at  5:00  p.m. 

OMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
arieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:05  p.m.  Present:  Chair 
Wald,  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  June  9,  2008  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Discussion  and 
Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  Martin,  the  June  9,  2008 
Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  without  objection.  (Explanatory  Document:  June  9,  2008  Approved) 

Item  5  was  heard  before  Items  3  and  4. 

3.  Presentation  of  digital  platform  to  highlight  local  and  global  implementation  of  United  Nations 
(UN)  Urban  Environmental  Accords.  SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director;  STAFF  PRESENTER: 

Lawrence  S.  Grodeska,  Internet  Communications  Coordinator  (Explanatory  Document:  Presentation). 

Mr.  Grodeska  reported  on  a  software  tool  web-based  platform  option  called  "see-it"  that  would  track 
San  Francisco's  progress/success  in  meeting  the  UN  Environmental  Accords  and  would  also  highlight 
the  work  of  other  cities  across  the  world  that  have  signed  on  to  participate  in  the  accords. 
It  was  explained  that  Visible  Strategies,  the  company  that  designed  this  tool,  works  with  government 
agencies  around  the  world  to  highlight  their  sustainability  platform.  Mr.  Grodeska  reported  that  the 
website  would  contain  the  seven  accord  principles  of  energy,  water,  environmental  health, 
transportation,  urban  nature,  urban  design,  and  waste  reduction  and  visitors  to  this  site,  other  agencies, 
or  other  accord  participants  can  see  San  Francisco's  and  other  participants'  progress/success  in 
meeting  their  goals.  The  site  would  include  goals,  strategies  and  actions  being  taken  to  implement  the 
seven  accord  principles,  e.g.  for  energy,  it  would  include  strategies  for  improving  energy  efficiency  in 
San  Francisco  such  as  increasing  renewable  energy  efficiency,  then  the  specific  actions  being  taken  to 
achieve  renewable  energy  targets,  the  target  statement,  how  performance  has  been  reported,  as  well 
as  more  detailed  information  such  as  scorecards,  benchmarks,  feedback,  and  video. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  about  its  applicability  to  the  Department's  strategic  plan  and  other 
Department  programs.  Mr.  Grodeska  reported  that  Visible  Strategies  is  working  with  the  Department 
and  other  City  departments  in  presenting  their  strategic  plans  and  other  efforts,  but  at  this  time  the 
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concentration  is  on  the  accords.   Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  Marin  uses  the  software  tool 

for  their  County  General  Plan.  j 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  whether  there  would  be  a  review  of  how  other  jurisdictions  are  presenting 
their  efforts.  Mr.  Grodeska  stated  that  each  jurisdiction  is  highlighting  their  efforts  to  their  own 
constituencies  on  an  individual  basis,  but  that  the  tool  helps  to  standardize  the  framework. 
Commissioner  Martin  asked  who  would  be  responsible  for  inputting  the  information.  Mr.  Grodeska 
reported  that  the  different  locales  would  manage  their  own  data.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  the 
success  of  the  program  lies  in  participation  by  each  of  the  jurisdictions  and  maintenance  of  the  data 
and  asked  how  San  Francisco's  information  is  linked  to  the  other  sites.  Mr.  Grodeska  explained  that 
there  would  be  a  hub  site  located  at  the  San  Francisco  Environment  website  and  from  there  you  could 
link  to  the  global  portrait  or  to  individual  cities  that  have  entered  data  onto  the  main  site.  Commissioner 
Martin  inquired  about  the  cost  of  the  program.  Mr.  Grodeska  reported  that  it  would  cost:  $12,000  for 
three  years  and  would  be  reevaluated  after  that  time. 


Chair  Wald  stated  that  it  has  been  difficult  to  track  accomplishments  and  is  very  pleased.  Chair  Wald 
asked  whether  San  Francisco's  accomplishments  could  be  accessed  directly  on  the  Department's 
website  without  having  to  link  through  another  site.  Mr.  Grodeska  stated  that  there  is  a  section  on  the 
Department's  website  that  is  an  overview  of  the  accords  and  that  would  be  updated  to  highlight  the 
global  tool  as  well  as  the  San  Francisco  specific  tool.  Chair  Wald  asked  if  there  was  a  date  set  for 
when  the  program  would  be  available  to  access.  Mr.  Grodeska  reported  that  possibly  by  mid-fall  as  the 
contract  is  in  the  process  of  being  finalized. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  there  were  initial  inquiries  made  as  to  who  else  would  want  to  sign  onto 
this  software  to  make  sure  there  is  sufficient  interest.  Mr.  Grodeska  stated  he  is  unaware  of  the 
outreach.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  that  outreach  be  worked  on  sooner  than  later  in  case  there 
are  others  doing  the  same  thing.  Chair  Wald  reported  that  one  of  the  expectations  of  the  accords  is 
that  a  third  party  would  take  over  this  effort  to  track  progress.  Her  understanding  is  that  it  has  not  been 
done  and  because  the  Department  was  so  involved  in  the  accords,  the  recognition  of  the  need  to  do 
more  than  what  was  done  was  brought  forward.  Mr.  Grodeska  reported  that  part  of  the  plan  is  to 
contact  all  of  the  locales  that  have  been  involved  so  far  and  would  want  to  become  more  involved. 
Chair  Wald  inquired  whether  training  would  be  provided.  Mr.  Grodeska  reported  that  Visible  Strategies 
is  eager  to  help  these  different  locales  learn  their  software,  and  that  it  would  not  fall  upon  the 
Department  to  do  the  training. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  whether  the  program  would  be  in  English  or  what  the  world  standard  would 
be.  Mr.  Grodeska  reported  that  it  hasn't  been  considered  at  this  point.  Deputy  Director  Assmann 
stated  that  the  cities  around  the  world  talk  in  many  different  languages  so  it  would  be  important  to 
consider.  The  intent  is  for  each  city  to  work  it  out  with  Visible  Strategies  in  terms  of  their  format,  and  it 
should  be  determined  if  San  Francisco's  format  should  be  in  alternative  languages  as  well. 

Public  Comment 

Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  asked  if  the  UN  would  be  involved  in  global  tracking  of  the  program.  Deputy 
Director  Assmann  reported  that  he  is  not  aware  that  the  UN  would  be  doing  global  tracking.  Chair  Wald 
stated  that  if  the  UN  were  going  to  be  doing  this  effort,  the  Department  would  not  be  doing  it.  Deputy 
Director  Assmann  explained  that  the  intent  is  for  San  Francisco  and  other  cities  to  do  their  own 
tracking.  Ms.  Wuerfel  asked  if  who  would  be  determining  if  goals  are  met  and  requested  more 
information  about  the  grading  system.  It  was  recommended  that  the  Policy  Committee  schedule  a 
meeting  to  discuss  how  performance  would  be  quantified,  how  to  determine  whether  a  target  has  been 
met,  and  by  who,  so  we  are  not  grading  ourselves  on  performance  and  so  it  is  verifiable.  Deputy 
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Director  Assmann  explained  that  some  things  are  graded  by  exterior  bodies,  e.g.,  (1 )  diversion  rates 
are  graded  and  evaluated  by  the  California  Waste  Management  Board  (CWMB)  who  does  the 
certification;  (2)  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  who  keeps  tracks  of  cars  and 
transportation.  Whether  there  is  an  outside  body  for  each  single  accord  is  hard  to  say. 

Mr.  Francisco  Da  Costa  provided  input  into  the  program's  transportation  hub  and  discussed  an 
injunction  on  the  implementation  of  the  bike  plan.  Mr.  Da  Costa  stated  that  if  we  are  to  call  ourselves  a 
green  city,  City  departments  should  do  everything  in  their  capacity  to  encourage  people  to  bike  and  be 
asked  to  provide  feedback  to  the  Department.  Mr.  Da  Costa  stated  that  he  worked  for  the  Department 
of  Defense  and  discussed  the  US  Geological  Survey  that  contains  a  lot  of  information  on  standards  that 
could  be  referenced.  Mr.  Da  Costa  stated  that  programs  such  as  this  one  should  have  standards  that 
are  linked  to  the  Precautionary  Principle  and  to  basic  standards  and  ideas  by  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality 
Management  District,  and  others. 

4.  Green  Collar  Jobs.  Development  of  a  coordinated  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  (CCSF)  green 
collar  jobs  strategic  plan  and  current  project  regarding  green  jobs  training-needs  assessment. 
SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director;  STAFF  PRESENTERS:  Anne  Eng,  Environmental  Justice 
Program  Manager;  Richard  Chien,  Green  Building  Program  -  Private  Sector  Coordinator  (Explanatory 
Document:  Presentation) 

Ms.  Eng  introduced  presentation  speakers,  Mr.  Marc  Richmond,  Practica  Consulting,  who  would  be 
describing  a  training  project  that  will  soon  be  launched;  Mr.  Steven  Suzuki,  Asian  Neighborhood  Design 
(AND);  Pandora  Thomas  and  Kevin  Danaher  of  Global  Exchange  (GE).  AND  and  GE  are  two  of  the 
new  grant  recipients  of  the  Department's  environmental  justice  funds  that  were  approved  at  the  April 
Commission  meeting.  It  was  recommended  at  the  April  Commission  meeting  that  grantees  appear 
before  the  Commission  more  often,  and  two  of  those  organizations  are  represented  here  to  speak  on 
green  collar  jobs. 

Ms.  Eng  reported  that  the  presentation  to  the  Policy  Committee  is  building  on  the  full  presentation  given 
to  the  Commission  in  April  by  Professor  Raquel  Pinderhughes  from  San  Francisco  State  and  Ms. 
Rhonda  Simmons,  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  and  Workforce  Development.  It  was  explained  that 
Ms.  Simmons  spoke  about  her  activities  coordinating  the  various  green  collar  job  initiatives  among  City 
agencies  and  Professor  Pinderhughes  described  her  extensive  research  across  the  bay  for  Oakland 
and  Berkeley  on  green  collar  jobs.  Professor  Pinderhughes  is  currently  performing  a  small  research 
project  for  San  Francisco  regarding  the  City's  green  industries  and  interviewing  employers  to  see  where 
job  opportunities  may  be  developing.  Our  Department's  focus  will  be  to  promote  entry-level  jobs  in 
green  industries  for  those  workers  who  have  been  underemployed,  unemployed,  and  marginalized  in 
our  economy. 

Professor  Pinderhughes  has  reviewed  22  job  sectors  where  green  collar  jobs  could  be  developed 
(Explanatory  Document:  072108  Berkeley  Green  Collar  Jobs  Report).  Ms.  Eng  reported  that  at  an 
earlier  meeting  in  City  Hall,  it  was  agreed  that  there  would  be  five  focus  areas  where  there  are  strong 
local  policies  and  potential  job  growth — zero  waste  and  recycling;  energy  efficiency;  renewable  energy 
technologies;  horticulture  including  urban  forestry;  and  green  building.  For  zero  waste  and  recycling, 
the  City  has  adopted  a  Construction  and  Demolition  Debris  Ordinance,  and  very  aggressive  goals  of 
75%  diversion  rate  by  2010  and  zero  waste  by  2020.  As  a  result,  there  is  potential  job  growth  in  terms 
of  collection,  sorting  and  hauling  materials,  and  waste  is  seen  as  a  commodity.  In  the  field  of  energy 
efficiency,  there  is  potential  growth  in  energy  audits;  home  performance  evaluations;  energy  efficiency 
lighting,  heating,  ventilation  and  air  conditioning  retrofits  and  installation;  and  monitoring  and 
maintenance  of  those  systems  as  well  as  potential  jobs  in  customer  service.  Renewable  energy 
technologies  include  solar,  solar  thermal,  and  possibly  wave  and  tidal  opportunities.  We  hope  to  see 
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quite  an  expansion  in  the  solar  industry  due  to  local  incentives  that  will  be  discussed  at  the  July  22 
Commission  meeting.  Green  building  would  encompass  all  areas  of  green  jobs,  including  water 
conservation,  wastewater,  stormwater  management,  energy,  indoor  air  quality,  building  materials,  etc. 

Ms.  Eng  reported  that  the  Department  is  in  its  seventh  year  of  grant  making.  The  Department  of  the 
Environment  awards  more  than  $1  million  dollars  in  grants  annually,  and  the  Environmental  Justice 
grant  program  has  supported  job  training  projects  over  the  years  including  gardening,  energy  efficiency, 
renewables,  diesel,  indoor  and  outdoor  air  quality  projects,  hazardous  material  remediation  and  other 
programs.  Ms.  Eng  reported  that  the  Department  recognizes  that  there  is  a  need  to  develop  an  action 
or  strategic  plan  and  identify  how  the  City  can  improve  coordination  between  City  departments/ 
agencies,  non-profits,  and  private  sector  employers.  It  was  explained  that  there  is  quite  a  bit  of 
resource  material  that  has  been  developed  with  City  dollars,  and  the  Department  is  in  the  process  of 
trying  to  collect,  organize,  disseminate  these  resources,  and  make  them  available  online. 

Mr.  Rich  Chien  reported  on  communication  that  he  had  received  from  City  College  instructors 
specializing  in  construction  training  programs  asking  to  meet  to  discuss  the  City's  activities  around 
green  building  and  to  identify  job  opportunities.  Mr.  Chien  reported  that  two  very  good  teams  of  green 
building  and  energy  efficiency  consultants  were  selected  through  a  Request  for  Proposal  process  in 
order  to  work  with  all  City  departments  on  commercial  and  residential  green  building  programs.  It  was 
explained  that  Mr.  Marc  Richmond,  Practica  Consulting,  is  part  of  the  team  that  has  been  working  with 
Mr.  Chien  on  residential  green  building  programs  for  a  number  of  years  primarily  through  their 
partnership  with  "Build  It  Green",  the  development  of  the  Green  Building  Guidelines,  and  the 
GreenPoint  Rated  Standard  that  is  now  the  basis  for  the  Green  Building  Ordinance  that  is  going  to  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  for  its  first  reading  on  July  22.  Mr.  Chien  explained  that  instead  of  having  all  of 
these  individual  conversations  and  trying  to  explain  what  opportunities,  policy  initiatives,  and  the  market 
for  incorporating  green  training  into  existing  programs  might  be,  he  decided  that  a  specific  half-day 
workshop/training  for  administrators  of  these  programs  would  be  designed  and  delivered. 

Mr.  Marc  Richmond  introduced  himself  and  discussed  the  proposed  scope  of  work  for  the  project.  It 
was  explained  that  the  idea  has  moved  from  having  a  discussion  of  green  building  jobs  to  actually 
preparing  people  to  work  in  available  green  jobs.  The  idea  is  to  go  through  a  collaborative  process  with 
a  small  group  who  actually  do  the  job  training  on  a  day-to-day  basis  and  ask  what  type  of  information 
they  need  to  train  their  students.  Materials  would  then  be  developed  from  this  information  and  a  half- 
day  workshop  would  be  designed  for  a  larger  group  of  interested  people.  The  smaller  group  would  be 
consulted  frequently,  would  help  finalize  the  training  materials,  and  help  make  the  presentation.  The 
training  would  also  be  made  available  on  the  web  for  future  use.  Mr.  Richmond  stated  that  the  process 
would  start  in  the  next  few  weeks  and  then  it  would  take  two  to  three  months  to  go  through  the  meeting 
process  and  design  the  training  for  the  larger  group. 

Ms.  Eng  reported  that  green  building  training  has  been  provided  to  professionals,  but  that  the  challenge 
is  to  share  resources  and  technical  know  how  with  job  trainers  and  job  instructors  who  are  working  in 
these  agencies,  with  workforce  development  agencies,  and  in  helping  to  make  the  information 
accessible  to  at-risk  unemployed  people  that  are  trying  to  gain  their  first  entry-level  jobs  in  these 
industries. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  if  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC)  is  providing 
staff  support  as  it  relates  to  their  water,  wastewater,  and  storm  water  programs.  Mr.  Chien  reported 
that  the  conversation  has  not  started  yet,  but  is  a  good  idea  as  it  relates  to  other  policy  initiatives  and 
other  priorities  particularly  around  water  conservation  and  storm  water  management.  Mr.  Chien 
explained  that  what  is  currently  planned  is  the  first  step  of  the  project.  Chair  Wald  stated  that  we  really 
need  a  Strategic  Plan  in  San  Francisco  that  will  incorporate  this  step  as  well  as  other  steps  that  will 
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ensure  that  all  of  the  people  that  could  benefit  from  the  workshop  actually  attend  the  trainings,  and  that 
all  of  the  potential  employers  of  the  people  who  are  trained  through  the  program  actually  employ  the 
people  who  are  trained.  It  was  explained  that  there  is  not  much  that  the  Department  can  do  by  itself  to 
make  this  happen.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  the  key  is  to  provide  a  framework,  e.g.,  people 
being  trained,  people  doing  the  training,  people  hiring  the  people  who  have  been  trained,  but  we  have 
not  talked  about  San  Francisco's  vision  for  this  effort.  Ms.  Eng  reported  that  it  could  be  a  component  of 
a  larger  action  plan  or  strategic  plan.  It  was  explained  that  Mr.  David  Pascal,  Clean  Tech  Manager,  is 
trying  to  attract  clean  industries/new  industries  that  would  provide  job  opportunities.  It  was  explained 
that  an  effort  is  being  made  to  look  at  the  market  in  order  to  help  attract  and  retain  businesses  that 
would  provide  new  job  opportunities.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  opportunities  should  be  for 
anyone  that  wants  a  job  in  these  fields,  not  just  for  people  who  have  barriers  to  employment. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  on  current  efforts  to  incorporate  this  program  into  a  Strategic  Plan.  Ms. 
Eng  reported  that  a  plan  is  not  in  place  at  this  moment,  but  it  is  recognized  that  a  need  exists.  The  Plan 
would  come  out  of  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  and  Workforce  Development  who  has  started 
coordinating  among  City  agencies  to  try  to  standardize  benchmarks  and  has  developed  a  matrix  for 
tracking  progress  among  various  agencies  that  provides  job  training.  It  was  explained  that  the 
Department  is  providing  guidance  in  this  effort. 

Ms.  Pandora  Thomas  presented  an  overview  of  Global  Exchange's  Green  Career  Program  that  is 
working  in  collaboration  with  City  College  of  San  Francisco  South  East  Campus  and  the  Solar  Living 
Institute  to  help  City  College-students  access  green  career  opportunities.  Ms.  Thomas  described  green 
internship  program  objectives  and  program  highlights  and  a  list  of  green  business  organizations  and 
their  contact  information  was  also  provided  072108  Global  Exchange  Green  Career  Program.  Ms. 
Thomas  described  the  Green  Career  Conference  held  in  the  spring  at  City  College  Southeast  Campus 
that  presented  an  opportunity  for  experts  from  various  sectors  of  the  green  community  to  talk  to 
participants  about  everything  they  need  to  know  to  enter  into  green  careers.  After  the  conference,  a 
green  building  fair  was  held  so  that  participants  could  apply  for  internships  offered  by  participating 
green  businesses. 

Mr.  Kevin  Danaher  stated  that  Global  Exchange  also  has  a  larger  goal  of  creating  a  Green  Career 
pipeline  and  explained  efforts  working  on  Green  Festivals  and  with  participating  green  companies  on 
recruiting,  training,  and  retraining  personnel.  It  was  explained  that  a  two-year  contract  has  been 
established  with  the  Department  of  Children,  Youth  and  their  Families  and  the  San  Francisco  Unified 
School  District  to  work  with  another  non-profit  community  educational  service  to  develop  an 
environmental  service-learning  program  for  seven  pilot  high  schools.  It  was  explained  that  a  long-term 
vision  consists  of  creating  a  green  careers  pipeline  that  integrates  all  the  different  efforts. 

Mr.  Steve  Suzuki  described  the  efforts  of  Asian  Neighborhood  Design  in  working  on  green  workforce 
development  and  job  training  with  a  more  difficult  client  base  that  includes  people  who  have  come  out 
of  incarceration,  recovery  programs,  and  don't  have  high  school  diplomas.  It  was  explained  that  the 
construction  field  oftentimes  works  best  for  this  client  group.  Mr.  Suzuki  referenced  Professor 
Pinderhughes  reference  to  the  importance  of  helping  people  who  have  typically  been  disadvantaged.  It 
was  explained  that  the  primary  client  base  for  the  training  program  are  African  Americans  out  of  the 
Hunters  Point  and  Western  Addition  areas  where  crime  rates  are  prevalent,  and  the  goal  is  to  get  these 
people  into  meaningful  jobs  and  change  their  mindset.  It  was  explained  that  there  are  pilothouses  that 
have  been  established  for  trainees  to  work  on,  and  larger  neighborhood  workshops  will  be  held  to 
discuss  insulation,  weatherization,  conservation,  recycling,  and  to  teach  what  green  really  means.  Mr. 
Suzuki  discussed  efforts  working  in  conjunction  with  Union  Local  22  to  focus  on  construction  carpentry, 
but  stated  that  training  could  also  be  provided  in  the  plumbing,  electrical,  heating  and  ventilation  areas. 
Mr.  Suzuki  stated  that  he  looks  forward  to  working  on  creating  a  collective  holistic  strategic  plan. 
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Commissioner  Martin  asked  how  the  recent  adoption  of  the  California  Green  Building  Code  would 
interface  with  ours.  Mr.  Chien  explained  that  last  week,  the  California  Building  Standards  Commission 
formally  adopted  a  statewide  Green  Building  Code  that  sets  out  voluntary  measures  starting  January  1 
2009  for  residential  buildings  and  starting  in  2010,  it  would  require  about  18  low-hanging  measures  as  a 
requirement  to  meet  the  California  Building  Code.  Mr.  Chien  did  not  have  additional  information  on 
what  it  would  mean  for  the  commercial  building  code,  but  indicated  that  many  measures  would  basically 
reflect  what  is  in  LEED  and  that  there  is  a  longer  lead  time  before  measures  are  actually  required. 
There  was  concern  from  local  jurisdictions  that  if  the  state  came  out  with  a  Green  Building  Code,  that  it 
would  preempt  locals  from  pushing  harder  to  ask  for  higher  levels  of  green  in  their  local  codes.  There 
was  an  agreement  between  environmental  groups  and  the  California  Buildings  Standards  Commission 
that  there  would  be  strong  intent  language  in  the  Code  that  would  still  allow  local  jurisdictions  to  exceed 
the  California  Green  Building  Code. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Ruslan  Filipau,  San  Francisco  State  student,  thanked  everyone  who  is  working  on 
these  issues  creating  opportunities  for  people  to  get  jobs  who  would  otherwise  not  be  participating  in 
the  labor  market.  It  was  stated  that  creating  so  many  jobs  for  people  who  have,  limited  skills  probably 
precludes  others  who  are  already  employed  by  this  industry  and  as  a  result  may  lose  their  jobs.  Mr. 
Filipau  suggested  ensuring  that  green  collar  workers  from  the  underserved  community  not  be  put  in  a 
position  to  compete  with  people  performing  this  work  right  now.  Mr.  Filipau  asked  if  there  are  training 
mechanisms  for  people  that  are  not  part  of  the  disadvantaged  workforce.  Mr.  Chien  stated  that  part  of 
the  strategic  planning  process  is  to  create  a  supply  of  skilled  trained  workers.  Ms.  Eng  reported  that 
the  Department  of  the  Environment  is  not  a  traditional  workforce  development  agency,  but  is  supplying 
some  City  funding  for  green  industry  related  job  training  programs,  and  the  City  also  has  several 
agencies  heavily  involved  with  job  training  and  workforce  development  that  might  have  agreements 
with  employers. 

5.  Lights  Out  San  Francisco  -  Review  of  Proposal  by  the  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society  and  the 

American  Bird  Conservancy  to  reduce  unnecessary  night  lighting  in  the  city  of  San  Francisco  to  reduce 
the  threat  of  nighttime  collisions  with  buildings  for  migratory  birds,  conserve  resources,  save  money, 
reduce  greenhouse  gas  emissions  and  ultimately  increase  visibility  of  the  night  sky.  (Informational 
Presentation  and  Discussion)  (Explanatory  Document:  072108  Lights  Out  San  Francisco  Background 
Findings  and  Campaign  Plan) 

SPONSOR:  Commissioner  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin;  SPEAKERS:  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director 
and  Noreen  Weeden,  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  nationwide  up  to  a  billion  birds  are  killed  by  collisions  with 
buildings  every  year  (based  on  a  conservative  estimate  of  ten  birds  per  building  every  migration 
season).  It  has  been  estimated  that  5%  of  the  bird  population  is  killed  annually  by  collisions  with 
buildings.  It  was  explained  that  341  of  the  650  bird  species  that  breed  in  North  America  are  neo-tropical 
migrants  (they  breed  in  North  America  but  they  migrate  to  North  and  Central  America  for  the  winter 
time).  As  part  of  that  migration,  the  birds  go  through  flyways  through  urban  areas,  and  a  number  of 
them  are  killed  in  collisions  with  buildings.  Of  the  650  bird  species  in  North  America,  127  are  in  long- 
term  decline  and  60  are  in  severe  decline,  which  means  they  have  lost  more  than  45%  of  their 
population  in  the  last  40  years. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  explained  that  lights  are  a  magnet  for  birds  and  particularly  when  there  are 
low  clouds  and  fog.  Birds  do  not  perceive  clear  or  reflective  glass  as  a  barrier  to  be  avoided,  so  they 
collide  with  buildings.  LEED  certification  does  not  take  bird  collisions  into  account  and  LEED  certified 
buildings  are  more  of  a  problem  than  non-LEED  because  they  tend  to  have  more  glass.  The  solution  to 
this  problem  would  be  to  do  a  combination  of  turning  lights  off  at  night  between  1 1 :00  p.m.  and  6:00 
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a.m.  and  put  up  netting  on  certain  buildings  that  are  more  prone  to  collisions  than  others.  The  "Lights 
Out"  program  is  not  a  new  program — it  has  been  established  in  six  or  seven  cities  around  the  country, 
Toronto,  Canada;  Chicago,  Detroit,  Minneapolis,  St.  Paul,  New  York  and  Milwaukee.  The  programs  are 
voluntary  programs  that  have  been  organized  between  the  municipalities,  building  owners  and 
managers,  and  conservation  groups.  Some  of  these  programs  have  been  shown  to  reduce  bird 
collisions  by  up  to  80%. 

This  particular  proposal  is  to  try  to  set  up  a  similar  program  in  San  Francisco,  which  would  start  off  with 
a  stakeholder  meeting  to  identify  a  voluntary  program  that  would  start  for  the  next  migration  season  that 
is  generally  between  February  15  and  May  31  and  between  August  15  and  November  30.  The  proposal 
is  to  start  by  targeting  the  44  tallest  buildings  in  San  Francisco,  which  are  the  ones  most  likely  to  have 
the  problem.  The  voluntary  program  would  have  a  triple  benefit  that  includes  reduced  bird  collisions, 
energy  conservation  benefits,  and  reduced  light  pollution.  There  are  a  number  of  different  ways  to  go 
about  this — one  of  the  ways  is  to  install  occupancy  sensors  and  to  work  on  getting  lights  turned  off  on 
those  buildings  that  have  exterior  and  interior  lighting  that  is  problematic. 

Ms.  Weeden,  Chairperson  for  the  San  Francisco  Conservation  Committee  of  Golden  Gate  Audubon, 
reported  that  since  1917,  Golden  Gate  Audubon  has  been  dedicated  to  protecting  Bay  Area  birds,  other 
wildlife,  and  their  natural  habitats.  The  focus  is  to  protect  native  birds  and  other  wildlife  species  in  the 
San  Francisco  Bay  Area,  particularly  those  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  and  parts  of 
Alameda  and  Contra  Costa  Counties.  Ms.  Weeden  reported  that  Golden  Gate  Audubon  and  the  City  of 
San  Francisco  both  participated  in  "Lights  Out"  events  in  the  fall  of  2007  and  in  the  Earth  Hour  event 
held  in  Spring  2008,  which  helped  raise  awareness  that  it  is  important  to  eliminate  unnecessary  lighting 
to  save  energy  resources  and  to  protect  migratory  birds. 

Ms.  Weeden  discussed  the  migration  of  birds  along  the  Pacific  Flyway  through  the  San  Francisco  Bay 
Area  every  spring  and  fall  and  explained  that  several  of  the  migratory  birds  are  federally  listed  as 
threatened  or  endangered.  It  was  reported  that  studies  indicate  that  artificial  light  disorients  birds, 
especially  the  many  birds  that  migrate  at  night,  and  sometimes  causes  birds  to  strike  buildings  or 
structures  on  rooftops.  Ms.  Weeden  reported  that  Golden  Gate  Audubon  supports  the  proposal  to 
expand  the  "Lights  Out"  program  as  it  would  dramatically  reduce  nighttime  collisions  with  buildings,  help 
decrease  unnecessary  night  lighting  in  San  Francisco,  conserve  resources,  save  money,  reduce 
greenhouse  gas  emissions,  and  ultimately  increase  the  visibility  of  the  night  sky.  (Explanatory 
Document:  Transcript  of  Ms.  Weeden's  presentation) 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  going  forward  would  like  to 
hold  a  stakeholder  meeting,  then  create  a  plan  that  could  be  brought  back  to  the  full  Commission,  and 
go  forward  with  implementation.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  is  pleased  with  this  proposal  and 
explained  that  she  is  also  interested  in  the  "Dark  Skies"  movement  as  it  relates  to  general  pollution  and 
energy  conservation.  Commissioner  Martin  questioned  whether  the  program  could  start  earlier  than 
1 1 :00  p.m.  as  an  energy  conservation  measure.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  occupancy 
sensors  could  address  the  issue  of  how  late  the  building  was  being  used,  and  that  the  program  could 
start  earlier  as  a  result.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  in  terms  of  energy  conservation  and  light 
pollution,  she  would  like  the  program  to  be  in  effect  all  year  instead  of  just  the  migratory  period  of  every 
spring  and  fall.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  from  an  energy  conservation  standpoint,  it  doesn't 
make  sense  to  run  the  program  only  six  months  of  the  year  and  explained  that  other  than  the  netting 
installation,  it  should  be  run  all  year  round.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended  researching  another 
acceptable  permanent  solution  that  could  address  netting.  Commissioner  Martin  also  recommended 
that  lighting  on  hilltop  structures  and  poles  be  reduced  as  well. 
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Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended  reviewing  street  lighting.  It  was  suggested  that  people  who  are 
interested  in  this  program  should  provide  their  input  as  soon  as  possible  into  the  Better  Streets  Plan 
because  even  though  there  is  some  good  language  in  the  plan  about  minimizing  light  pollution,  it  allows 
lighting  for  decorative  purposes.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended  that  upward  lighting  be  minimized 
on  tennis  courts  and  softball  diamonds. 

Chair  Wald  stated  that  she  supports  the  voluntary  effort  of  this  program,  but  would  like  some  thought  to 
establishing  some  baseline  or  quantified  goals  in  order  to  make  a  decision  whether  we  need  to  go  from 
a  voluntary  program  to  a  regulatory  program.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  presenting  data  of  the 
initial  cost  and  payback  period  of  the  occupancy  sensors  to  the  building  owners.  Deputy  Director 
Assmann  stated  that  it  is  important  to  determine  who  is  responsible  for  energy  conservation  in  the 
buildings—if  it  is  a  facility  that  PG&E  is  responsible  for,  they  would  be  worked  with  to  prepare  an 
evaluation  and  to  determine  whether  occupancy  sensors  makes  the  most  sense.  It  was  explained  that 
occupancy  sensors  may  not  always  work  due  to  electrical  system  wiring  malfunctions  and  then  lights 
would  have  to  be  turned  off  manually.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  explained  that  goals  could  be 
established  and  tried  for  a  year  or  two,  and  recommendations  could  then  be  made  to  switch  to  a 
mandatory  program  if  the  voluntary  program  is  not  working.  It  was  explained  that  this  proposal 
dovetails  with  energy  efficiency  work  that  is  already  planned.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that 
there  are  also  residential  buildings  that  are  very  tall  towers  that  should  be  included. 

Commissioner  Martin  questioned  whether  there  are  specific  numbers  for  local  bird  collisions  based  on 
collected  information.  Ms.  Weeden  reported  that  Golden  Gate  Audubon  does  not  have  specific 
tabulated  information  about  San  Francisco.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  that  an  effort  be  made  to 
initiate  a  reporting  mechanism  of  bird  collisions  in  order  to  measure  what  is  being  provided  for  this 
initiative.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  volunteers  could  survey  a  select  area  for  a  period  of 
time,  but  explained  that  it  can  be  an  invisible  problem  as  an  area  may  be  cleared  before  a  collision  is 
noticed.  Ms.  Weeden  suggested  requesting  the  cooperation  of  building  owners,  managers,  and 
associations  in  this  effort. 

Public  Comment: 

Mr.  Kevin  Foley,  San  Francisco  State  University,  Environmental  Studies  major,  stated  that  he  has 
reviewed  the  "Lights  Out  San  Francisco"  longer-term  objectives  (five-year)  section  and  is  particularly 
interested  in  one  point  made  "Combine  energy  efficiency  strategies  with  bird-safe  design  in  mind... solar 
panels  as  windows"?  Mr.  Foley  asked  whether  this  effort  has  been  researched  and  tested.  Deputy 
Director  Assmann  stated  that  not  to  his  knowledge,  but  it  is  a  recommendation  being  made  to  research 
setting  up  solar  panels  in  such  a  way  that  they  don't  act  as  collision  magnets  for  birds.  Commissioner 
Martin  stated  that  she  does  not  know  of  any  vertically  oriented  embedded  solar  in  glass,  but  there  is  a 
horizontal  glass  canopy  or  awning  in  the  California  of  Academy  Sciences  building  that  has  embedded 
solar,  and  is  a  technology  that  is  available.  Mr.  Foley  inquired  whether  it  would  be  possible  to  make  the 
program  mandatory  as  opposed  to  voluntary  in  the  next  five  years.  Deputy  Director  Assmann 
explained  that  the  Commission  at  any  time  could  make  a  recommendation  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
to  pass  enabling  legislation. 

Ms.  Mimi  Csolti,  Environmental  Studies  student,  San  Francisco  State  University,  thanked  Deputy 
Director  Assmann;  Ms.  Weeden,  Golden  Gate  Audubon,  and  the  Commissioners  for  letting  her  speak  in 
support  of  "Lights  Out  San  Francisco."  Ms.  Csolti  reported  that  part  of  her  curriculum  this  summer  is  for 
students  to  speak  out  on  something  at  a  public  hearing  that  they  feel  passionate  about.  Ms.  Csolti 
discussed  her  experiences  bird  watching  in  Cape  May  to  watch  thousands  of  a  variety  of  birds  take 
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flight.  It  was  stated  that  all  life  has  intrinsic  value  and  inherent  worth,  and  that  interfering  with  even  the 
most  basic  creatures  upsets  the  natural  order  of  things  regardless  if  they  are  a  keystone  species  or  not. 
As  man  has  expanded,  the  lack  of  thought  given  to  migratory  patterns  of  birds  has  become  evident. 

Ms.  Csolti  reported  that  according  to  the  Fatal  Light  Awareness  Program  (FLAP),  structural  hazards  are 
actually  responsible  for  more  bird-kills  than  higher  profile  catastrophes  such  as  oil  spills.  FLAP  is 
working  towards  bringing  attention  to  the  importance  of  considering  bird  migratory  patterns  as  well  as 
structural  hazards  that  threaten  them  by  developing  bird-friendly  guidelines  some  of  which  have  been 
discussed  today  and  others  that  include  visual  markers  and  strategies  for  dealing  with  reflection.  Ms. 
Csolti  stated  that  from  a  financial  and  ecological  point  of  view,  turning  off  the  lights  makes  sense- 
money  is  saved  and  pollution  is  reduced.  According  to  New  York  Audubon,  one  building  with  2.5 
million  square  feet  of  floor  space  would  conserve  750,000  kilowatts  and  save  $120,000  if  they  turned 
off  their  lights  from  September  1  until  October  31 ,  and  that  is  turning  off  the  lights  only  from  midnight 
on.  That  transfers  into  savings  from  emissions  and  pollution. 

Ms.  Csolti  stated  that  when  it  comes  to  ecological  conservation,  everything  is  possible,  nothing  is 
impossible.  In  Stockholm,  a  Swedish  company  plans  to  harness  the  body  heat  generated  by 
commuters  and  heat  nearby  offices  with  it.  In  Amsterdam,  the  three  world's  largest  light  bulb  makers 
will  push  European  consumers  to  switch  to  energy  savings  bulbs  in  a  bid  to  cut  carbon  and  dioxide 
emissions.  It  is  estimated  that  if  they  changed  out  all  of  the  inefficient  bulbs  to  efficient  bulbs  they 
would  need  27  fewer  plants.  Ms.  Csolti  stated  that  California  should  set  the  standards  in  this  effort  for 
the  rest  of  the  world  to  follow. 

Ms.  Linda  Yacobucci  asked  how  the  number  of  birds  killed  per  building  figure  had  been  determined. 
Ms.  Weeden  explained  that  there  were  studies  completed  in  New  York  by  volunteers  that  had  walked 
around  buildings,  collected  the  birds,  and  actually  completed  a  detailed  study,  and  that  detailed 
information  is  included  in  the  report.  Ms.  Yacobucci  asked  if  figures  are  based  on  only  one  study.  Ms. 
Weeden  stated  that  Toronto  had  also  completed  a  study.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the 
report  cites  a  few  studies  where  they  have  gone  out  and  counted  bird  collisions  on  specific  buildings  in  . 
different  cities  such  as  Manhattan;  Richmond,  Virginia;  Emery  University;  Toronto.  The  bird  mortality  is 
based  on  ten  birds  per  building  per  year,  which  is  not  a  lot,  but  if  you  multiply  that  number  by  the 
number  of  existing  buildings,  you  come  up  with  very  large  numbers.  Ms.  Yacobucci  asked  how  they 
came  up  with  that  number.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  there  was  a  large  study  done  in  the 
1970's  by  Dr.  Klem  that  is  cited  in  the  report.  It  was  explained  that  there  were  buildings  that  had 
significantly  more  bird  collisions  than  others  due  to  their  height  or  location.  The  idea  for  preparing  a 
new  survey  is  to  target  44  buildings  in  San  Francisco,  the  tallest  ones,  the  ones  most  likely  to  create 
problems.  Ms.  Yacobucci  inquired  about  bird  migration  patterns.  Ms.  Weeden  explained  that  some 
birds  come  out  to  the  coast  and  migrate  down,  and  other  birds  fly  along  the  coast  the  entire  migration 
path. 

6.  Status  Report  on  the  Development  of  a  Wildlife  Management  Plan  for  San  Francisco.  Initial 

presentation  of  a  Draft  Policy  Framework  to  guide  future  creation  of  a  management  plan.  (Informational 
Report  and  Discussion)  SPONSOR:  Commissioner  Johanna  Wald;  SPEAKER:  Commissioner  Ruth 
Gravanis 
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Vice-Chair  Gravanis  reported  that  she  had  talked  to  Mr.  Carl  Friedman,  Director  of  Animal  Care  and 
Control  who  agreed  that  it  would  be  important  to  establish  a  working  relationship  on  this  effort  with  his 
department,  other  City  departments,  other  applicable  agencies,  and  non-profits.  It  was  reported  that 
Mr.  Friedman  had  one  caveat  that  he  did  not  want  the  Wildlife  Plan  to  include  a  discussion  of  feral  cats 
and  off-leash  dogs.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  she  would  like  to  do  a  professional  job  on  this 
Plan,  and  that  funding  would  be  required  to  hire  Department  staff  or  an  outside  consultant  to  prepare  a 
real  management  plan.  Grants  could  be  applied  for  through  a  request  to  Ms.  Rosenmoss,  the 
Department's  Grants  Manager.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  distributed  and  presented  on  a  'Wildlife 
Management  Plan  for  San  Francisco  Draft  Policy  Framework"  that  would  be  used  for  the  purpose  of 
creating  a  proposal  by  the  Grants  Manager  and  would  give  potential  foundations  a  sense  of  what  would 
be  in  the  scope  of  work. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  she  had  reviewed  existing  City  policies  such  as  the  Environmental 
Protection  Element  of  the  General  Plan  and  the  Biodiversity  Element  of  the  Sustainability  Plan,  which 
call  for  wildlife  protection  and  the  protection  and  restoration  of  the  City's  biodiversity.  Additionally,  other 
documents  that  were  referenced  include  the  Recreation  and  Open  Space  element  and  its  area  plans, 
and  documents  on  other  websites  such  as  the  SPCA  and  the  Department  of  Animal  Care  and  Control. 
Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  Chair  Wald  had  previously  requested  that  the  plan  be  applicable  to 
what  is  called  for  in  the  Urban  Environmental  Accords  with  respect  to  wildlife.  It  was  explained  that  it  is 
necessary  to  make  sure  there  is  good  public  and  agency  participation  in  creation  of  the  plan,  and  that 
stakeholders  would  be  identified  and  invited  to  participate  in  the  process.  As  draft  documents  are 
issued,  they  would  be  made  available  for  public  review. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  discussed  the  topics  outlined  in  the  "Wildlife  Management  Plan  for  San  Francisco 
Draft  Policy  Framework"  that  include  1 )  identifying  habitat  that  wildlife  requires;  (2)  threats  to  wildlife 
that  must  be  addressed;  (3)  opportunities  for  wildlife  enhancement;  (4)  education/outreach  methods 
and  vehicles;  (5)  implementation  strategies;  and  (6)  directives,  legislation,  agreements,  etc.  to 
implement  the  Plan's  recommendations  (see  explanatory  document  for  a  detailed  outline).  Next  steps 
would  be  to  research  what  other  cities  are  doing,  identify  stakeholders,  revise  the  framework  draft 
based  on  comments  received,  research  funding  opportunities,  and  provide  proposal  content  to  the 
Department  Grants  Manager. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  understands  that  there  are  sensitivities  and  boundaries  around 
feral  cats  and  domesticated  dogs,  but  felt  it  was  important  to  include  these  topics  in  the  plan.  Chair 
Wald  stated  that  if  this  is  going  to  be  a  citywide  comprehensive  plan,  that  all  city  agencies  that  have 
relevant  expertise  should  be  involved  and  be  given  an  opportunity  to  integrate  their  concerns  and 
recommendations  into  a  Central  Plan  that  will  accomplish  the  agreed  upon  goals.  Chair  Wald 
encouraged  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  the  Department  to  think  of  the  draft  framework  as  the  basis  for  a 
funding  proposal,  the  focus  of  which  would  be  to  engage  stakeholders  and  other  city  agencies  in  the 
process. 

Public  Comment 


Ms.  Linda  Yacobucci  discussed  Trap/neuter/return  (TNR),  a  national  resource  program  in  San 
Francisco  that  is  successful  in  addressing  the  feral  cat  issue.  It  was  requested  that  the  San  Francisco 
SPCA  be  included  as  one  of  the  stakeholders  in  preparing  the  plan.  Ms.  Yacobucci  stated  that  she 
does  not  want  any  animal  killed  to  save  another  animal,  and  if  you  remove  a  feral  cat,  there  is  nowhere 
for  them  to  go,  and  they  get  killed.  Ms.  Yacobucci  spoke  in  support  of  including  non-native  wildlife  and 
plants  in  the  plan  and  expressed  her  concern  that  certain  groups  call  blue  jays  "garbage  animals",  or 
eucalyptus  "garbage  plants."  It  was  stated  that  non-native  habitats  are  very  critical  to  San  Francisco 
as  the  plants  provide  food,  nesting  material,  and  resources  for  at-risk  animals.  Ms.  Yacobucci  spoke 
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about  the  dangers  of  humans  feeding  an  animal  and  explained  that  accidentally  feeding  an  animal  does 
not  make  the  animal  acclimated  to  humans.  Ms.  Yacobucci  also  expressed  her  concern  about 
pesticides  that  are  applied  on  private  properties  and  near  hospitals,  and  reported  on  Laguna  Honda's 
continuous  use  of  baits  that  cause  bird  deaths. 

Ms.  Sally  Stephens,  Chair  of  the  Animal  Control  and  Welfare  Commission,  reported  that  the 
Commission  exists  to  advise  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  all  animal  welfare  issues  in  the  City  and 
would  ask  for  advice  and  counsel  if  the  plan  is  brought  to  their  attention.  Ms.  Stephens  encouraged  the 
Committee  to  consult  the  Animal  Control  and  Welfare  Commission  early  on  in  the  process  before 
problems  are  found.  It  was  explained  that  there  would  be  a  presentation  at  the  next  Commission 
meeting  on  August  14  by  the  Animal  Crossing  Community  (ACC)  on  the  issues  surrounding  coyotes 
being  hit  by  cars.  Ms.  Stephens  reported  that  their  Commission  is  involved  with  the  Zoo  at  this  time, 
and  that  one  of  the  issues  that  animal  rights  activists  have  with  the  San  Francisco  Zoological  Society  is 
that  they  look  only  at  the  species  and  not  at  the  individual  animals.  One  of  the  concerns  with  the 
breeding  programs  is  that  they  care  only  about  the  breeding  of  endangered  species,  and  not  with  the 
fact  that  animals  are  often  kept  in  inhumane  conditions  or  that  they  are  constantly  moved  from  zoo  to 
zoo. 

Mr.  Francisco  Da  Costa  stated  that  we  need  to  review  wildlife  management  plans  that  already  exist  in 
our  area,  starting  with  the  Presidio  of  San  Francisco,  which  not  only  has  a  forest  management  plan  but 
a  very  detailed  wildlife  management  plan.  Mr.  Da  Costa  explained  that  he  represents  the  first  people  of 
this  area  and  is  interested  in  the  last  frontier  and  those  areas,  which  are  really  wild  but  adversely 
impacted  by  radiologic/toxic  elements,  e.g.,  Hunters  Point  and  the  Farallon  Islands.  Mr.  Da  Costa 
suggested  considering  other  elements  such  as  mercury,  lead,  heavy  metals  that  are  affecting  the 
wildlife  in  the  bay,  and  recommended  that  a  policy  be  linked  to  good  health.  Mr.  Da  Costa  also 
recommended  reviewing  Golden  Gate  Park's  detailed  forest  management  plan  to  assess  its 
deficiencies  in  terms  of  wildlife,  and  then  apply  findings  to  Treasure  Island,  Mission  Bay  and  other 
areas. 

Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  recommended  identifying  whether  the  document  would  serve  the  purpose  of  a  plan 
or  a  policy  as  both  terms  were  used  throughout  the  presentation.  If  the  Department  is  looking  to  provide 
policy  and  guidance  to  the  city  as  a  way  to  move  forward,  it  would  be  a  totally  different  document  than  a 
plan  that  would  include  the  how  to,  where  to,  and  by  to  kinds  of  hands-on  things.  Ms.  Wuerfel  stated 
that  she  does  not  hear  that  San  Francisco  embraces  the  term  "biodiversity"  for  all  living  things  that  are 
here,  and  that  somehow  native  things  are  more  valuable  than  non-native  things.  Ms.  Wuerfel  stated 
that  plants,  animals  or  people  have  a  right  to  be  here,  and  therefore  would  lik  e  to  encourage  that 
biodiversity  be  thought  about  as  lots  of  different  things.  Ms.  Wuerfel  also  suggested  being  realistic  and 
to  work  on  implementable  issues.  Ms.  Wuerfel  recommended  introducing  a  plan  that  can  be  achieved, 
is  something  that  would  be  the  most  manageable  for  human  beings  and  wild  animals,  and  to  always 
allow  for  public  input. 

Ms.  Noreen  Weeden  reported  that  she  is  impressed  with  the  draft  framework  and  is  supportive  of  this 
topic.  Ms.  Weeden  stated  that  a  successful  restoration  project  was  implemented  in  San  Francisco  at 
Pier  94  on  Port  property.  A  year  after  that  area  was  restored  native  birds  came  and  nested  there.  Ms. 
Weeden  spoke  in  support  of  involving  inter-agencies  in  this  effort.  It  was  explained  that  there  are  many 
projects  going  on  in  the  future  that  look  at  open  space  as  part  of  their  planning.  Ms.  Weeden  stated 
that  she  also  supports  the  idea  of  not  feeding  wildlife  human  food  as  it  attracts  non-native  pests  that 
cause  problems  in  the  City. 

Mr.  Micah  Shull,  San  Francisco  State,  Environmental  Studies,  stated  that  he  is  also  a  surfer  who 
spends  a  lot  of  time  at  Ocean  Beach  and  that  every  summer  a  family  of  dolphins  arrive,  and  the 
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numbers  seem  to  be  increasing  every  year.  It  makes  him  happy  to  be  in  San  Francisco  as  a  result.  Mr 
Shull  stated  that  he  is  excited  that  the  Department  is  taking  the  time  to  pursue  a  comprehensive  wildlife 
plan  and  supports  and  encourages  the  effort. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  she  would  prepare  a  list  of  stakeholders,  next  steps,  and 
considerations,  and  then  discuss  a  grant  proposal  with  the  Department  Director  and  Grants  Manager. 
The  public  was  asked  to  send  additional  comments  to  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  through  the  Commission 
Secretary,  Monica  Fish. 

7.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

Mr.  Francisco  Da  Costa  recommended  paying  attention  to  reducing  methane  gas  from  sewage 
treatment  plants  especially  in  the  southeast  sector  of  San  Francisco  as  a  way  to  reduce  our  carbon 
footprint.  It  was  explained  that  one  ton  of  methane  gas  is  equivalent  to  22  tons  of  carbon  dioxide.  Mr. 
Da  Costa  recommended  that  in  addition  to  focusing  on  areas  to  do  with  plants,  animals,  birds,  and  fish 
that  more  attention  should  be  given  to  pollution  control  and  its  effects  on  children  and  elders  especially 
in  the  southeast  sector.  It  was  reported  that  a  company  has  bombarded  the  area  with  asbestos 
structures  and  recommended  that  the  Commission  and  Committee  access  a  dust  mitigation  plan, 
Article  31 ,  established  by  the  San  Francisco  Health  Department  to  see  how  those  standards  could  be 
enforced.  Mr.  Da  Costa  stated  that  the  Department  was  created  from  a  $13.6  million  grant  and  links 
many  of  their  projects  to  southeast  sector  environmental  justice  advocacy. 

Ms.  Sally  Stephens  stated  that  she  wants  to  make  sure  that  there  will  be  a  public  process  around  the 
Wildlife  Management  Plan  and  that  the  public  is  able  to  comment  on  revisions  before  it  is  completed. 
Ms.  Stephens  also  recommended  that  the  Commission  Secretary  provide  a  microphone  for  the  meeting 
room  so  everyone  is  able  to  hear  the  proceedings  adequately.  Ms.  Fish  stated  she  would  look  into  this 
possibility  in  the  future  and  that  sound-enhancement  systems  can  also  be  made  available  with 
adequate  notice  before  the  meeting.  Chair  Wald  stated  that  Vice-Chair  Gravanis's  purpose  in  creating 
the  draft  framework  is  to  bring  a  funding  proposal  to  the  Grants  Manager,  so  that  fundraising  proposals 
could  be  submitted  to  potential  donors  that  would  support  this  kind  of  work.  When  funds  are  received, 
then  everything  would  be  done  through  a  public  process.  It  was  explained  that  it  is  not  the 
Commission's  policy  to  put  fundraising  proposals  up  for  public  review  and  comment.  Vice-Chair 
Gravanis  indicated  that  the  scope  of  work  would  be  to  engage  in  a  stakeholder  process.  Deputy 
Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  Plan  itself  would  go  through  a  public  process.  Commissioner  Martin 
stated  that  today  was  intended  as  a  means  for  public  comment  as  well.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  reported 
that  any  additional  comments  could  be  directed  to  the  Commission  Secretary  and  would  be  forwarded 
to  the  Vice-Chair. 

8.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  There  were  no  announcements  made  at  this  time. 

9.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Future  presentation  requests:  Vice  Chair 
Gravanis-Better  Streets  Plan/Urban  Forest  Plan.  Chair  Wald-urban  forestry  activities. 

10.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:45  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 
TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the 
hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=61 005,  (3)  by  clicking 
on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at 
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nica.Fish@sfqov.orq  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  Explanatory  documents  that  are  received  after  posting  of  this  agenda  are 
ailable  on  the  website  or  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  the  contact  information  listed  above. 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
POLICY  COMMITTEE 

DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 

AUG  2  1  2008 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

he  Monday,  July  14,  2008,  5:00  p.m.  Regular  Meeting  of  the  Policy  Committee  was  rescheduled  to 
>nday,  July  21,  2008  at  5:00  p.m. 

)MMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
jrieFrancis  Martin 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:05  p.m.  Present:  Chair 
Wald,  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  June  9,  2008  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Discussion  and 
Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  Martin,  the  June  9,  2008 
Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  without  objection.  (Explanatory  Document:  June  9,  2008  Approved) 

Item  5  was  heard  before  Items  3  and  4. 

3.  Presentation  of  digital  platform  to  highlight  local  and  global  implementation  of  United  Nations 
(UN)  Urban  Environmental  Accords.  SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director;  STAFF  PRESENTER: 

Lawrence  S.  Grodeska,  Internet  Communications  Coordinator  (Explanatory  Document:  Presentation). 

Mr.  Grodeska  reported  on  a  software  tool  web-based  platform  option  called  "see-it"  that  would  track 
San  Francisco's  progress/success  in  meeting  the  UN  Environmental  Accords  and  would  also  highlight 
the  work  of  other  cities  across  the  world  that  have  signed  on  to  participate  in  the  accords. 
It  was  explained  that  Visible  Strategies,  the  company  that  designed  this  tool,  works  with  government 
agencies  around  the  world  to  highlight  their  sustainability  platform.  Mr.  Grodeska  reported  that  the 
website  would  contain  the  seven  accord  principles  of  energy,  water,  environmental  health, 
transportation,  urban  nature,  urban  design,  and  waste  reduction  and  visitors  to  this  site,  other  agencies, 
or  other  accord  participants  can  see  San  Francisco's  and  other  participants'  progress/success  in 
meeting  their  goals.  The  site  would  include  goals,  strategies  and  actions  being  taken  to  implement  the 
seven  accord  principles,  e.g.  for  energy,  it  would  include  strategies  for  improving  energy  efficiency  in 
San  Francisco  such  as  increasing  renewable  energy  efficiency,  then  the  specific  actions  being  taken  to 
achieve  renewable  energy  targets,  the  target  statement,  how  performance  has  been  reported,  as  well 
as  more  detailed  information  such  as  scorecards,  benchmarks,  feedback,  and  video. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  about  its  applicability  to  the  Department's  strategic  plan  and  other 
Department  programs.  Mr.  Grodeska  reported  that  Visible  Strategies  is  working  with  the  Department 
and  other  City  departments  in  presenting  their  strategic  plans  and  other  efforts,  but  at  this  time  the 
concentration  is  on  the  accords.   Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  Marin  uses  the  software  tool 
for  their  County  General  Plan. 
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Commissioner  Martin  asked  whether  there  would  be  a  review  of  how  other  jurisdictions  are  presenting 
their  efforts.  Mr.  Grodeska  stated  that  each  jurisdiction  is  highlighting  their  efforts  to  their  own 
constituencies  on  an  individual  basis,  but  that  the  tool  helps  to  standardize  the  framework. 
Commissioner  Martin  asked  who  would  be  responsible  for  inputting  the  information.  Mr.  Grodeska 
reported  that  the  different  locales  would  manage  their  own  data.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  the 
success  of  the  program  lies  in  participation  by  each  of  the  jurisdictions  and  maintenance  of  the  data 
and  asked  how  San  Francisco's  information  is  linked  to  the  other  sites.  Mr.  Grodeska  explained  that 
there  would  be  a  hub  site  located  at  the  San  Francisco  Environment  website  and  from  there  you  could 
link  to  the  global  portrait  or  to  individual  cities  that  have  entered  data  onto  the  main  site.  Commissioner 
Martin  inquired  about  the  cost  of  the  program.  Mr.  Grodeska  reported  that  it  would  cost:  $12,000  for 
three  years  and  would  be  reevaluated  after  that  time. 

Chair  Wald  stated  that  it  has  been  difficult  to  track  accomplishments  and  is  very  pleased.  Chair  Wald 
asked  whether  San  Francisco's  accomplishments  could  be  accessed  directly  on  the  Department's 
website  without  having  to  link  through  another  site.  Mr.  Grodeska  stated  that  there  is  a  section  on  the 
Department's  website  that  is  an  overview  of  the  accords  and  that  would  be  updated  to  highlight  the 
global  tool  as  well  as  the  San  Francisco  specific  tool.  Chair  Wald  asked  if  there  was  a  date  set  for 
when  the  program  would  be  available  to  access.  Mr.  Grodeska  reported  that  possibly  by  mid-fall  as  the 
contract  is  in  the  process  of  being  finalized. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  there  were  initial  inquiries  made  as  to  who  else  would  want  to  sign  onto 
this  software  to  make  sure  there  is  sufficient  interest.  Mr.  Grodeska  stated  he  is  unaware  of  the 
outreach.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  that  outreach  be  worked  on  sooner  than  later  in  case  there 
are  others  doing  the  same  thing.  Chair  Wald  reported  that  one  of  the  expectations  of  the  accords  is 
that  a  third  party  would  take  over  this  effort  to  track  progress.  Her  understanding  is  that  it  has  not  been 
done  and  because  the  Department  was  so  involved  in  the  accords,  the  recognition  of  the  need  to  do 
more  than  what  was  done  was  brought  forward.  Mr.  Grodeska  reported  that  part  of  the  plan  is  to 
contact  all  of  the  locales  that  have  been  involved  so  far  and  would  want  to  become  more  involved. 
Chair  Wald  inquired  whether  training  would  be  provided.  Mr.  Grodeska  reported  that  Visible  Strategies 
is  eager  to  help  these  different  locales  learn  their  software,  and  that  it  would  not  fall  upon  the 
Department  to  do  the  training. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked,  whether  the  program  would  be  in  English  or  what  the  world  standard  would 
be.  Mr.  Grodeska  reported  that  it  hasn't  been  considered  at  this  point.  Deputy  Director  Assmann 
stated  that  the  cities  around  the  world  talk  in  many  different  languages  so  it  would  be  important  to 
consider.  The  intent  is  for  each  city  to  work  it  out  with  Visible  Strategies  in  terms  of  their  format,  and  it 
should  be  determined  if  San  Francisco's  format  should  be  in  alternative  languages  as  well. 

Public  Comment 

Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  asked  if  the  UN  would  be  involved  in  global  tracking  of  the  program.  Deputy 
Director  Assmann  reported  that  he  is  not  aware  that  the  UN  would  be  doing  global  tracking.  Chair  Wale 
stated  that  if  the  UN  were  going  to  be  doing  this  effort,  the  Department  would  not  be  doing  it.  Deputy 
Director  Assmann  explained  that  the  intent  is  for  San  Francisco  and  other  cities  to  do  their  own 
tracking.  Ms.  Wuerfel  asked  if  who  would  be  determining  if  goals  are  met  and  requested  more 
information  about  the  grading  system.  It  was  recommended  that  the  Policy  Committee  schedule  a 
meeting  to  discuss  how  performance  would  be  quantified,  how  to  determine  whether  a  target  has  been 
met,  and  by  who,  so  we  are  not  grading  ourselves  on  performance  and  so  it  is  verifiable.  Deputy 
Director  Assmann  explained  that  some  things  are  graded  by  exterior  bodies,  e.g.,  (1)  diversion  rates 
are  graded  and  evaluated  by  the  California  Waste  Management  Board  (CWMB)  who  does  the 
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certification;  (2)  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  who  keeps  tracks  of  cars  and 
transportation.  Whether  there  is  an  outside  body  for  each  single  accord  is  hard  to  say. 

Mr.  Francisco  Da  Costa  provided  input  into  the  program's  transportation  hub  and  discussed  an 
injunction  on  the  implementation  of  the  bike  plan.  Mr.  Da  Costa  stated  that  if  we  are  to  call  ourselves  a 
green  city,  City  departments  should  do  everything  in  their  capacity  to  encourage  people  to  bike  and  be 
asked  to  provide  feedback  to  the  Department.  Mr.  Da  Costa  stated  that  he  worked  for  the  Department 
of  Defense  and  discussed  the  US  Geological  Survey  that  contains  a  lot  of  information  on  standards  that 
could  be  referenced.  Mr.  Da  Costa  stated  that  programs  such  as  this  one  should  have  standards  that 
are  linked  to  the  Precautionary  Principle  and  to  basic  standards  and  ideas  by  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality 
Management  District,  and  others. 

4.  Green  Collar  Jobs.  Development  of  a  coordinated  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  (CCSF)  green 
collar  jobs  strategic  plan  and  current  project  regarding  green  jobs  training-needs  assessment. 
SPONSOR:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director;  STAFF  PRESENTERS:  Anne  Eng,  Environmental  Justice 
Program  Manager;  Richard  Chien,  Green  Building  Program  -  Private  Sector  Coordinator  (Explanatory 
Document:  Presentation) 

Ms.  Eng  introduced  presentation  speakers,  Mr.  Marc  Richmond,  Practica  Consulting,  who  would  be 
describing  a  training  project  that  will  soon  be  launched;  Mr.  Steven  Suzuki,  Asian  Neighborhood  Design 
(AND);  Pandora  Thomas  and  Kevin  Danaher  of  Global  Exchange  (GE).  AND  and  GE  are  two  of  the 
new  grant  recipients  of  the  Department's  environmental  justice  funds  that  were  approved  at  the  April 
Commission  meeting.  It  was  recommended  at  the  April  Commission  meeting  that  grantees  appear 
before  the  Commission  more  often,  and  two  of  those  organizations  are  represented  here  to  speak  on 
green  collar  jobs. 

Ms.  Eng  reported  that  the  presentation  to  the  Policy  Committee  is  building  on  the  full  presentation  given 
to  the  Commission  in  April  by  Professor  Raquel  Pinderhughes  from  San  Francisco  State  and  Ms. 
Rhonda  Simmons,  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  and  Workforce  Development.  It  was  explained  that 
Ms.  Simmons  spoke  about  her  activities  coordinating  the  various  green  collar  job  initiatives  among  City 
agencies  and  Professor  Pinderhughes  described  her  extensive  research  across  the  bay  for  Oakland 
and  Berkeley  on  green  collar  jobs.  Professor  Pinderhughes  is  currently  performing  a  small  research 
project  for  San  Francisco  regarding  the  City's  green  industries  and  interviewing  employers  to  see  where 
job  opportunities  may  be  developing.  Our  Department's  focus  will  be  to  promote  entry-level  jobs  in 
green  industries  for  those  workers  who  have  been  underemployed,  unemployed,  and  marginalized  in 
our  economy. 

Professor  Pinderhughes  has  reviewed  22  job  sectors  where  green  collar  jobs  could  be  developed 
(Explanatory  Document:  072108  Berkeley  Green  Collar  Jobs  Report).  Ms.  Eng  reported  that  at  an 
earlier  meeting  in  City  Hall,  it  was  agreed  that  there  would  be  five  focus  areas  where  there  are  strong 
local  policies  and  potential  job  growth — zero  waste  and  recycling;  energy  efficiency;  renewable  energy 
technologies;  horticulture  including  urban  forestry;  and  green  building.  For  zero  waste  and  recycling, 
the  City  has  adopted  a  Construction  and  Demolition  Debris  Ordinance,  and  very  aggressive  goals  of 
75%  diversion  rate  by  2010  and  zero  waste  by  2020.  As  a  result,  there  is  potential  job  growth  in  terms 
of  collection,  sorting  and  hauling  materials,  and  waste  is  seen  as  a  commodity.  In  the  field  of  energy 
efficiency,  there  is  potential  growth  in  energy  audits;  home  performance  evaluations;  energy  efficiency 
lighting,  heating,  ventilation  and  air  conditioning  retrofits  and  installation;  and  monitoring  and 
maintenance  of  those  systems  as  well  as  potential  jobs  in  customer  service.  Renewable  energy 
technologies  include  solar,  solar  thermal,  and  possibly  wave  and  tidal  opportunities.  We  hope  to  see 
quite  an  expansion  in  the  solar  industry  due  to  local  incentives  that  will  be  discussed  at  the  July  22 
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Commission  meeting.  Green  building  would  encompass  all  areas  of  green  jobs,  including  water 
conservation,  wastewater,  stormwater  management,  energy,  indoor  air  quality,  building  materials,  etc. 

Ms.  Eng  reported  that  the  Department  is  in  its  seventh  year  of  grant  making.  The  Department  of  the 
Environment  awards  more  than  $1  million  dollars  in  grants  annually,  and  the  Environmental  Justice 
grant  program  has  supported  job  training  projects  over  the  years  including  gardening,  energy  efficiency, 
renewables,  diesel,  indoor  and  outdoor  air  quality  projects,  hazardous  material  remediation  and  other 
programs.  Ms.  Eng  reported  that  the  Department  recognizes  that  there  is  a  need  to  develop  an  action 
or  strategic  plan  and  identify  how  the  City  can  improve  coordination  between  City  departments/ 
agencies,  non-profits,  and  private  sector  employers.  It  was  explained  that  there  is  quite  a  bit  of 
resource  material  that  has  been  developed  with  City  dollars,  and  the  Department  is  in  the  process  of 
trying  to  collect,  organize,  disseminate  these  resources,  and  make  them  available  online. 

Mr.  Rich  Chien  reported  on  communication  that  he  had  received  from  City  College  instructors 
specializing  in  construction  training  programs  asking  to  meet  to  discuss  the  City's  activities  around 
green  building  and  to  identify  job  opportunities.  Mr.  Chien  reported  that  two  very  good  teams  of  green 
building  and  energy  efficiency  consultants  were  selected  through  a  Request  for  Proposal  process  in 
order  to  work  with  all  City  departments  on  commercial  and  residential  green  building  programs.  It  was 
explained  that  Mr.  Marc  Richmond,  Practica  Consulting,  is  part  of  the  team  that  has  been  working  with 
Mr.  Chien  on  residential  green  building  programs  for  a  number  of  years  primarily  through  their 
partnership  with  "Build  It  Green",  the  development  of  the  Green  Building  Guidelines,  and  the 
GreenPoint  Rated  Standard  that  is  now  the  basis  for  the  Green  Building  Ordinance  that  is  going  to  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  for  its  first  reading  on  July  22.  Mr.  Chien  explained  that  instead  of  having  all  of 
these  individual  conversations  and  trying  to  explain  what  opportunities,  policy  initiatives,  and  the  market 
for  incorporating  green  training  into  existing  programs  might  be,  he  decided  that  a  specific  half-day 
workshop/training  for  administrators  of  these  programs  would  be  designed  and  delivered. 

Mr.  Marc  Richmond  introduced  himself  and  discussed  the  proposed  scope  of  work  for  the  project.  It 
was  explained  that  the  idea  has  moved  from  having  a  discussion  of  green  building  jobs  to  actually 
preparing  people  to  work  in  available  green  jobs.  The  idea  is  to  go  through  a  collaborative  process  with 
a  small  group  who  actually  do  the  job  training  on  a  day-to-day  basis  and  ask  what  type  of  information 
they  need  to  train  their  students.  Materials  would  then  be  developed  from  this  information  and  a  half- 
day  workshop  would  be  designed  for  a  larger  group  of  interested  people.  The  smaller  group  would  be 
consulted  frequently,  would  help  finalize  the  training  materials,  and  help  make  the  presentation.  The 
training  would  aiso  be  made  available  on  the  web  for  future  use.  Mr.  Richmond  stated  that  the  process 
would  start  in  the  next  few  weeks  and  then  it  would  take  two  to  three  months  to  go  through  the  meeting 
process  and  design  the  training  for  the  larger  group. 

Ms.  Eng  reported  that  green  building  training  has  been  provided  to  professionals,  but  that  the  challenge 
is  to  share  resources  and  technical  know  how  with  job  trainers  and  job  instructors  who  are  working  in 
these  agencies,  with  workforce  development  agencies,  and  in  helping  to  make  the  information 
accessible  to  at-risk  unemployed  people  that  are  trying  to  gain  their  first  entry-level  jobs  in  these 
industries. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  if  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC)  is  providing 
staff  support  as  it  relates  to  their  water,  wastewater,  and  storm  water  programs.  Mr.  Chien  reported 
that  the  conversation  has  not  started  yet,  but  is  a  good  idea  as  it  relates  to  other  policy  initiatives  and 
other  priorities  particularly  around  water  conservation  and  storm  water  management.  Mr.  Chien 
explained  that  what  is  currently  planned  is  the  first  step  of  the  project.  Chair  Wald  stated  that  we  really 
need  a  Strategic  Plan  in  San  Francisco  that  will  incorporate  this  step  as  well  as  other  steps  that  will 
ensure  that  all  of  the  people  that  could  benefit  from  the  workshop  actually  attend  the  trainings,  and  that 
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all  of  the  potential  employers  of  the  people  who  are  trained  through  the  program  actually  employ  the 
people  who  are  trained.  It  was  explained  that  there  is  not  much  that  the  Department  can  do  by  itself  to 
make  this  happen.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  the  key  is  to  provide  a  framework,  e.g.,  people 
being  trained,  people  doing  the  training,  people  hiring  the  people  who  have  been  trained,  but  we  have 
not  talked  about  San  Francisco's  vision  for  this  effort.  Ms.  Eng  reported  that  it  could  be  a  component  of 
a  larger  action  plan  or  strategic  plan.  It  was  explained  that  Mr.  David  Pascal,  Clean  Tech  Manager,  is 
trying  to  attract  clean  industries/new  industries  that  would  provide  job  opportunities.  It  was  explained 
that  an  effort  is  being  made  to  look  at  the  market  in  order  to  help  attract  and  retain  businesses  that 
would  provide  new  job  opportunities.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  opportunities  should  be  for 
anyone  that  wants  a  job  in  these  fields,  not  just  for  people  who  have  barriers  to  employment. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  on  current  efforts  to  incorporate  this  program  into  a  Strategic  Plan.  Ms. 
Eng  reported  that  a  plan  is  not  in  place  at  this  moment,  but  it  is  recognized  that  a  need  exists.  The  Plan 
would  come  out  of  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  and  Workforce  Development  who  has  started 
coordinating  among  City  agencies  to  try  to  standardize  benchmarks  and  has  developed  a  matrix  for 
tracking  progress  among  various  agencies  that  provides  job  training.  It  was  explained  that  the 
Department  is  providing  guidance  in  this  effort. 

Ms.  Pandora  Thomas  presented  an  overview  of  Global  Exchange's  Green  Career  Program  that  is 
working  in  collaboration  with  City  College  of  San  Francisco  South  East  Campus  and  the  Solar  Living 
Institute  to  help  City  College-students  access  green  career  opportunities.  Ms.  Thomas  described  green 
internship  program  objectives  and  program  highlights  and  a  list  of  green  business  organizations  and 
their  contact  information  was  also  provided  072108  Global  Exchange  Green  Career  Program.  Ms. 
Thomas  described  the  Green  Career  Conference  held  in  the  spring  at  City  College  Southeast  Campus 
that  presented  an  opportunity  for  experts  from  various  sectors  of  the  green  community  to  talk  to 
participants  about  everything  they  need  to  know  to  enter  into  green  careers.  After  the  conference,  a 
green  building  fair  was  held  so  that  participants  could  apply  for  internships  offered  by  participating 
green  businesses. 

Mr.  Kevin  Danaher  stated  that  Global  Exchange  also  has  a  larger  goal  of  creating  a  Green  Career 
pipeline  and  explained  efforts  working  on  Green  Festivals  and  with  participating  green  companies  on 
recruiting,  training,  and  retraining  personnel.  It  was  explained  that  a  two-year  contract  has  been 
established  with  the  Department  of  Children,  Youth  and  their  Families  and  the  San  Francisco  Unified 
School  District  to  work  with  another  non-profit  community  educational  service  to  develop  an 
environmental  service-learning  program  for  seven  pilot  high  schools.  It  was  explained  that  a  long-term 
vision  consists  of  creating  a  green  careers  pipeline  that  integrates  all  the  different  efforts. 

Mr.  Steve  Suzuki  described  the  efforts  of  Asian  Neighborhood  Design  in  working  on  green  workforce 
development  and  job  training  with  a  more  difficult  client  base  that  includes  people  who  have  come  out 
of  incarceration,  recovery  programs,  and  don't  have  high  school  diplomas.  It  was  explained  that  the 
construction  field  oftentimes  works  best  for  this  client  group.  Mr.  Suzuki  referenced  Professor 
Pinderhughes  reference  to  the  importance  of  helping  people  who  have  typically  been  disadvantaged.  It 
was  explained  that  the  primary  client  base  for  the  training  program  are  African  Americans  out  of  the 
Hunters  Point  and  Western  Addition  areas  where  crime  rates  are  prevalent,  and  the  goal  is  to  get  these 
people  into  meaningful  jobs  and  change  their  mindset.  It  was  explained  that  there  are  pilothouses  that 
have  been  established  for  trainees  to  work  on,  and  larger  neighborhood  workshops  will  be  held  to 
discuss  insulation,  weatherization,  conservation,  recycling,  and  to  teach  what  green  really  means.  Mr. 
Suzuki  discussed  efforts  working  in  conjunction  with  Union  Local  22  to  focus  on  construction  carpentry, 
but  stated  that  training  could  also  be  provided  in  the  plumbing,  electrical,  heating  and  ventilation  areas. 
Mr.  Suzuki  stated  that  he  looks  forward  to  working  on  creating  a  collective  holistic  strategic  plan. 
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Commissioner  Martin  asked  how  the  recent  adoption  of  the  California  Green  Building  Code  would 
interface  with  ours.  Mr.  Chien  explained  that  last  week,  the  California  Building  Standards  Commission 
formally  adopted  a  statewide  Green  Building  Code  that  sets  out  voluntary  measures  starting  January  1 
2009  for  residential  buildings  and  starting  in  2010,  it  would  require  about  18  low-hanging  measures  as  a 
requirement  to  meet  the  California  Building  Code.  Mr.  Chien  did  not  have  additional  information  on 
what  it  would  mean  for  the  commercial  building  code,  but  indicated  that  many  measures  would  basically 
reflect  what  is  in  LEED  and  that  there  is  a  longer  lead  time  before  measures  are  actually  required. 
There  was  concern  from  local  jurisdictions  that  if  the  state  came  out  with  a  Green  Building  Code,  that  it 
would  preempt  locals  from  pushing  harder  to  ask  for  higher  levels  of  green  in  their  local  codes.  There 
was  an  agreement  between  environmental  groups  and  the  California  Buildings  Standards  Commission 
that  there  would  be  strong  intent  language  in  the  Code  that  would  still  allow  local  jurisdictions  to  exceed 
the  California  Green  Building  Code. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Ruslan  Filipau,  San  Francisco  State  student,  thanked  everyone  who  is  working  on 
these  issues  creating  opportunities  for  people  to  get  jobs  who  would  otherwise  not  be  participating  in 
the  labor  market.  It  was  stated  that  creating  so  many  jobs  for  people  who  have  limited  skills  probably 
precludes  others  who  are  already  employed  by  this  industry  and  as  a  result  may  lose  their  jobs.  Mr. 
Filipau  suggested  ensuring  that  green  collar  workers  from  the  underserved  community  not  be  put  in  a 
position  to  compete  with  people  performing  this  work  right  now.  Mr.  Filipau  asked  if  there  are  training 
mechanisms  for  people  that  are  not  part  of  the  disadvantaged  workforce.  Mr.  Chien  stated  that  part  of 
the  strategic  planning  process  is  to  create  a  supply  of  skilled  trained  workers.  Ms.  Eng  reported  that 
the  Department  of  the  Environment  is  not  a  traditional  workforce  development  agency,  but  is  supplying 
some  City  funding  for  green  industry  related  job  training  programs,  and  the  City  also  has  several 
agencies  heavily  involved  with  job  training  and  workforce  development  that  might  have  agreements 
with  employers. 

5.  Lights  Out  San  Francisco  -  Review  of  Proposal  by  the  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society  and  the 

American  Bird  Conservancy  to  reduce  unnecessary  night  lighting  in  the  city  of  San  Francisco  to  reduce 
the  threat  of  nighttime  collisions  with  buildings  for  migratory  birds,  conserve  resources,  save  money, 
reduce  greenhouse  gas  emissions  and  ultimately  increase  visibility  of  the  night  sky.  (Informational 
Presentation  and  Discussion)  (Explanatory  Document:  072108  Lights  Out  San  Francisco  Background 
Findings  and  Campaign  Plan) 

SPONSOR:  Commissioner  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin;  SPEAKERS:  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director 
and  Noreen  Weeden,  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  nationwide  up  to  a  billion  birds  are  killed  by  collisions  with 
buildings  every  year  (based  on  a  conservative  estimate  of  ten  birds  per  building  every  migration 
season).  It  has  been  estimated  that  5%  of  the  bird  population  is  killed  annually  by  collisions  with 
buildings.  It  was  explained  that  341  of  the  650  bird  species  that  breed  in  North  America  are  neo-tropical 
migrants  (they  breed  in  North  America  but  they  migrate  to  North  and  Central  America  for  the  winter 
time).  As  part  of  that  migration,  the  birds  go  through  flyways  through  urban  areas,  and  a  number  of 
them  are  killed  in  collisions  with  buildings.  Of  the  650  bird  species  in  North  America,  127  are  in  long- 
term  decline  and  60  are  in  severe  decline,  which  means  they  have  lost  more  than  45%  of  their 
population  in  the  last  40  years. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  explained  that  lights  are  a  magnet  for  birds  and  particularly  when  there  are 
low  clouds  and  fog.  Birds  do  not  perceive  clear  or  reflective  glass  as  a  barrier  to  be  avoided,  so  they 
collide  with  buildings.  LEED  certification  does  not  take  bird  collisions  into  account  and  LEED  certified 
buildings  are  more  of  a  problem  than  non-LEED  because  they  tend  to  have  more  glass.  The  solution  to 
this  problem  would  be  to  do  a  combination  of  turning  lights  off  at  night  between  1 1 :00  p.m.  and  6:00 
a.m.  and  put  up  netting  on  certain  buildings  that  are  more  prone  to  collisions  than  others.  The  "Lights 
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Out"  program  is  not  a  new  program — it  has  been  established  in  six  or  seven  cities  around  the  country, 
Toronto,  Canada;  Chicago,  Detroit,  Minneapolis,  St.  Paul,  New  York  and  Milwaukee.  The  programs  are 
voluntary  programs  that  have  been  organized  between  the  municipalities,  building  owners  and 
managers,  and  conservation  groups.  Some  of  these  programs  have  been  shown  to  reduce  bird 
collisions  by  up  to  80%. 

This  particular  proposal  is  to  try  to  set  up  a  similar  program  in  San  Francisco,  which  would  start  off  with 
a  stakeholder  meeting  to  identify  a  voluntary  program  that  would  start  for  the  next  migration  season  that 
is  generally  between  February  15  and  May  31  and  between  August  15  and  November  30.  The  proposal 
is  to  start  by  targeting  the  44  tallest  buildings  in  San  Francisco,  which  are  the  ones  most  likely  to  have 
the  problem.  The  voluntary  program  would  have  a  triple  benefit  that  includes  reduced  bird  collisions, 
energy  conservation  benefits,  and  reduced  light  pollution.  There  are  a  number  of  different  ways  to  go 
about  this — one  of  the  ways  is  to  install  occupancy  sensors  and  to  work  on  getting  lights  turned  off  on 
those  buildings  that  have  exterior  and  interior  lighting  that  is  problematic. 

Ms.  Weeden,  Chairperson  for  the  San  Francisco  Conservation  Committee  of  Golden  Gate  Audubon, 
reported  that  since  1917,  Golden  Gate  Audubon  has  been  dedicated  to  protecting  Bay  Area  birds,  other 
wildlife,  and  their  natural  habitats.  The  focus  is  to  protect  native  birds  and  other  wildlife  species  in  the 
San  Francisco  Bay  Area,  particularly  those  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  and  parts  of 
Alameda  and  Contra  Costa  Counties.  Ms.  Weeden  reported  that  Golden  Gate  Audubon  and  the  City  of 
San  Francisco  both  participated  in  "Lights  Out"  events  in  the  fall  of  2007  and  in  the  Earth  Hour  event 
held  in  Spring  2008,  which  helped  raise  awareness  that  it  is  important  to  eliminate  unnecessary  lighting 
to  save  energy  resources  and  to  protect  migratory  birds. 

Ms.  Weeden  discussed  the  migration  of  birds  along  the  Pacific  Flyway  through  the  San  Francisco  Bay 
Area  every  spring  and  fall  and  explained  that  several  of  the  migratory  birds  are  federally  listed  as 
threatened  or  endangered.  It  was  reported  that  studies  indicate  that  artificial  light  disorients  birds, 
especially  the  many  birds  that  migrate  at  night,  and  sometimes  causes  birds  to  strike  buildings  or 
structures  on  rooftops.  Ms.  Weeden  reported  that  Golden  Gate  Audubon  supports  the  proposal  to 
expand  the  "Lights  Out"  program  as  it  would  dramatically  reduce  nighttime  collisions  with  buildings,  help 
decrease  unnecessary  night  lighting  in  San  Francisco,  conserve  resources,  save  money,  reduce 
greenhouse  gas  emissions,  and  ultimately  increase  the  visibility  of  the  night  sky.  (Explanatory 
Document:  Transcript  of  Ms.  Weeden's  presentation) 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  going  forward  would  like  to 
hold  a  stakeholder  meeting,  then  create  a  plan  that  could  be  brought  back  to  the  full  Commission,  and 
go  forward  with  implementation.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  is  pleased  with  this  proposal  and 
explained  that  she  is  also  interested  in  the  "Dark  Skies"  movement  as  it  relates  to  general  pollution  and 
energy  conservation.  Commissioner  Martin  questioned  whether  the  program  could  start  earlier  than 
1 1 :00  p.m.  as  an  energy  conservation  measure.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  occupancy 
sensors  could  address  the  issue  of  how  late  the  building  was  being  used,  and  that  the  program  could 
start  earlier  as  a  result.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  in  terms  of  energy  conservation  and  light 
pollution,  she  would  like  the  program  to  be  in  effect  all  year  instead  of  just  the  migratory  period  of  every 
spring  and  fall.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  from  an  energy  conservation  standpoint,  it  doesn't 
make  sense  to  run  the  program  only  six  months  of  the  year  and  explained  that  other  than  the  netting 
installation,  it  should  be  run  all  year  round.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended  researching  another 
acceptable  permanent  solution  that  could  address  netting.  Commissioner  Martin  also  recommended 
that  lighting  on  hilltop  structures  and  poles  be  reduced  as  well. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended  reviewing  street  lighting.  It  was  suggested  that  people  who  are 
interested  in  this  program  should  provide  their  input  as  soon  as  possible  into  the  Better  Streets  Plan 
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because  even  though  there  is  some  good  language  in  the  plan  about  minimizing  light  pollution,  it  allows 
lighting  for  decorative  purposes.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended  that  upward  lighting  be  minimized 
on  tennis  courts  and  softball  diamonds. 

Chair  Wald  stated  that  she  supports  the  voluntary  effort  of  this  program,  but  would  like  some  thought  to 
establishing  some  baseline  or  quantified  goals  in  order  to  make  a  decision  whether  we  need  to  go  from 
a  voluntary  program  to  a  regulatory  program.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  presenting  data  of  the 
initial  cost  and  payback  period  of  the  occupancy  sensors  to  the  building  owners.  Deputy  Director 
Assmann  stated  that  it  is  important  to  determine  who  is  responsible  for  energy  conservation  in  the 
buildings—if  it  is  a  facility  that  PG&E  is  responsible  for,  they  would  be  worked  with  to  prepare  an 
evaluation  and  to  determine  whether  occupancy  sensors  makes  the  most  sense.  It  was  explained  that 
occupancy  sensors  may  not  always  work  due  to  electrical  system  wiring  malfunctions  and  then  lights 
would  have  to  be  turned  off  manually.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  explained  that  goals  could  be 
established  and  tried  for  a  year  or  two,  and  recommendations  could  then  be  made  to  switch  to  a 
mandatory  program  if  the  voluntary  program  is  not  working.  It  was  explained  that  this  proposal 
dovetails  with  energy  efficiency  work  that  is  already  planned.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that 
there  are  also  residential  buildings  that  are  very  tall  towers  that  should  be  included. 

Commissioner  Martin  questioned  whether  there  are  specific  numbers  for  local  bird  collisions  based  on 
collected  information.  Ms.  Weeden  reported  that  Golden  Gate  Audubon  does  not  have  specific 
tabulated  information  about  San  Francisco.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  that  an  effort  be  made  to 
initiate  a  reporting  mechanism  of  bird  collisions  in  order  to  measure  what  is  being  provided  for  this 
initiative.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  volunteers  could  survey  a  select  area  for  a  period  of 
time,  but  explained  that  it  can  be  an  invisible  problem  as  an  area  may  be  cleared  before  a  collision  is 
noticed.  Ms.  Weeden  suggested  requesting  the  cooperation  of  building  owners,  managers,  and 
associations  in  this  effort. 

Public  Comment: 

Mr.  Kevin  Foley,  San  Francisco  State  University,  Environmental  Studies  major,  stated  that  he  has 
reviewed  the  "Lights  Out  San  Francisco"  longer-term  objectives  (five-year)  section  and  is  particularly 
interested  in  one  point  made  "Combine  energy  efficiency  strategies  with  bird-safe  design  in  mind... solar 
panels  as  windows"?  Mr.  Foley  asked  whether  this  effort  has  been  researched  and  tested.  Deputy 
Director  Assmann  stated  that  not  to  his  knowledge,  but  it  is  a  recommendation  being  made  to  research 
setting  up  solar  panels  in  such  a  way  that  they  don't  act  as  collision  magnets  for  birds.  Commissioner 
Martin  stated  that  she  does  not  know  of  any  vertically  oriented  embedded  solar  in  glass,  but  there  is  a 
horizontal  glass  canopy  or  awning  in  the  California  of  Academy  Sciences  building  that  has  embedded 
solar,  and  is  a  technology  that  is  available.  Mr.  Foley  inquired  whether  it  would  be  possible  to  make  the 
program  mandatory  as  opposed  to  voluntary  in  the  next  five  years.  Deputy  Director  Assmann 
explained  that  the  Commission  at  any  time  could  make  a  recommendation  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
to  pass  enabling  legislation. 

Ms.  Mimi  Csolti,  Environmental  Studies  student,  San  Francisco  State  University,  thanked  Deputy 
Director  Assmann;  Ms.  Weeden,  Golden  Gate  Audubon,  and  the  Commissioners  for  letting  her  speak  in 
support  of  "Lights  Out  San  Francisco."  Ms.  Csolti  reported  that  part  of  her  curriculum  this  summer  is  for 
students  to  speak  out  on  something  at  a  public  hearing  that  they  feel  passionate  about.  Ms.  Csolti 
discussed  her  experiences  bird  watching  in  Cape  May  to  watch  thousands  of  a  variety  of  birds  take 
flight.  It  was  stated  that  al!  life  has  intrinsic  value  and  inherent  worth,  and  that  interfering  with  even  the 
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most  basic  creatures  upsets  the  natural  order  of  things  regardless  if  they  are  a  keystone  species  or  not. 
As  man  has  expanded,  the  lack  of  thought  given  to  migratory  patterns  of  birds  has  become  evident. 

Ms.  Csolti  reported  that  according  to  the  Fatal  Light  Awareness  Program  (FLAP),  structural  hazards  are 
actually  responsible  for  more  bird-kills  than  higher  profile  catastrophes  such  as  oil  spills.  FLAP  is 
working  towards  bringing  attention  to  the  importance  of  considering  bird  migratory  patterns  as  well  as 
structural  hazards  that  threaten  them  by  developing  bird-friendly  guidelines  some  of  which  have  been 
discussed  today  and  others  that  include  visual  markers  and  strategies  for  dealing  with  reflection.  Ms. 
Csolti  stated  that  from  a  financial  and  ecological  point  of  view,  turning  off  the  lights  makes  sense- 
money  is  saved  and  pollution  is  reduced.  According  to  New  York  Audubon,  one  building  with  2.5 
million  square  feet  of  floor  space  would  conserve  750,000  kilowatts  and  save  $120,000  if  they  turned 
off  their  lights  from  September  1  until  October  31 ,  and  that  is  turning  off  the  lights  only  from  midnight 
on.  That  transfers  into  savings  from  emissions  and  pollution. 

Ms.  Csolti  stated  that  when  it  comes  to  ecological  conservation,  everything  is  possible,  nothing  is 
impossible.  In  Stockholm,  a  Swedish  company  plans  to  harness  the  body  heat  generated  by 
commuters  and  heat  nearby  offices  with  it.  In  Amsterdam,  the  three  world's  largest  light  bulb  makers 
will  push  European  consumers  to  switch  to  energy  savings  bulbs  in  a  bid  to  cut  carbon  and  dioxide 
emissions.  It  is  estimated  that  if  they  changed  out  all  of  the  inefficient  bulbs  to  efficient  bulbs  they 
would  need  27  fewer  plants.  Ms.  Csolti  stated  that  California  should  set  the  standards  in  this  effort  for 
the  rest  of  the  world  to  follow. 

Ms.  Linda  Yacobucci  asked  how  the  number  of  birds  killed  per  building  figure  had  been  determined. 
Ms.  Weeden  explained  that  there  were  studies  completed  in  New  York  by  volunteers  that  had  walked 
around  buildings,  collected  the  birds,  and  actually  completed  a  detailed  study,  and  that  detailed 
information  is  included  in  the  report.  Ms.  Yacobucci  asked  if  figures  are  based  on  only  one  study.  Ms. 
Weeden  stated  that  Toronto  had  also  completed  a  study.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the 
report  cites  a  few  studies  where  they  have  gone  out  and  counted  bird  collisions  on  specific  buildings  in 
different  cities  such  as  Manhattan;  Richmond,  Virginia;  Emery  University;  Toronto.  The  bird  mortality  is 
based  on  ten  birds  per  building  per  year,  which  is  not  a  lot,  but  if  you  multiply  that  number  by  the 
number  of  existing  buildings,  you  come  up  with  very  large  numbers.  Ms.  Yacobucci  asked  how  they 
came  up  with  that  number.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  there  was  a  large  study  done  in  the 
1970's  by  Dr.  Klem  that  is  cited  in  the  report.  It  was  explained  that  there  were  buildings  that  had 
significantly  more  bird  collisions  than  others  due  to  their  height  or  location.  The  idea  for  preparing  a 
new  survey  is  to  target  44  buildings  in  San  Francisco,  the  tallest  ones,  the  ones  most  likely  to  create 
problems.  Ms.  Yacobucci  inquired  about  bird  migration  patterns.  Ms.  Weeden  explained  that  some 
birds  come  out  to  the  coast  and  migrate  down,  and  other  birds  fly  along  the  coast  the  entire  migration 
path. 

6.  Status  Report  on  the  Development  of  a  Wildlife  Management  Plan  for  San  Francisco.  Initial 

presentation  of  a  Draft  Policy  Framework  to  guide  future  creation  of  a  management  plan.  (Informational 
Report  and  Discussion)  SPONSOR:  Commissioner  Johanna  Wald;  SPEAKER:  Commissioner  Ruth 
Gravanis 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  reported  that  she  had  talked  to  Mr.  Carl  Friedman,  Director  of  Animal  Care  and 
Control  who  agreed  that  it  would  be  important  to  establish  a  working  relationship  on  this  effort  with  his 
department,  other  City  departments,  other  applicable  agencies,  and  non-profits.  It  was  reported  that 
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Mr.  Friedman  had  one  caveat  that  he  did  not  want  the  Wildlife  Plan  to  include  a  discussion  of  feral  cats 
and  off-leash  dogs.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  she  would  like  to  do  a  professional  job  on  this 
Plan,  and  that  funding  would  be  required  to  hire  Department  staff  or  an  outside  consultant  to  prepare  a 
real  management  plan.  Grants  could  be  applied  for  through  a  request  to  Ms.  Rosenmoss,  the 
Department's  Grants  Manager.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  distributed  and  presented  on  a  'Wildlife 
Management  Plan  for  San  Francisco  Draft  Policy  Framework"  that  would  be  used  for  the  purpose  of 
creating  a  proposal  by  the  Grants  Manager  and  would  give  potential  foundations  a  sense  of  what  would 
be  in  the  scope  of  work. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  she  had  reviewed  existing  City  policies  such  as  the  Environmental 
Protection  Element  of  the  General  Plan  and  the  Biodiversity  Element  of  the  Sustainability  Plan,  which 
call  for  wildlife  protection  and  the  protection  and  restoration  of  the  City's  biodiversity.  Additionally,  other 
documents  that  were  referenced  include  the  Recreation  and  Open  Space  element  and  its  area  plans, 
and  documents  on  other  websites  such  as  the  SPCA  and  the  Department  of  Animal  Care  and  Control. 
Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  Chair  Wald  had  previously  requested  that  the  plan  be  applicable  to 
what  is  called  for  in  the  Urban  Environmental  Accords  with  respect  to  wildlife.  It  was  explained  that  it  is 
necessary  to  make  sure  there  is  good  public  and  agency  participation  in  creation  of  the  plan,  and  that 
stakeholders  would  be  identified  and  invited  to  participate  in  the  process.  As  draft  documents  are 
issued,  they  would  be  made  available  for  public  review. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  discussed  the  topics  outlined  in  the  "Wildlife  Management  Plan  for  San  Francisco 
Draft  Policy  Framework"  that  include  1 )  identifying  habitat  that  wildlife  requires;  (2)  threats  to  wildlife 
that  must  be  addressed;  (3)  opportunities  for  wildlife  enhancement;  (4)  education/outreach  methods 
and  vehicles;  (5)  implementation  strategies;  and  (6)  directives,  legislation,  agreements,  etc.  to 
implement  the  Plan's  recommendations  (see  explanatory  document  for  a  detailed  outline).  Next  steps 
would  be  to  research  what  other  cities  are  doing,  identify  stakeholders,  revise  the  framework  draft 
based  on  comments  received,  research  funding  opportunities,  and  provide  proposal  content  to  the 
Department  Grants  Manager. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  understands  that  there  are  sensitivities  and  boundaries  around 
feral  cats  and  domesticated  dogs,  but  felt  it  was  important  to  include  these  topics  in  the  plan.  Chair 
Wald  stated  that  if  this  is  going  to  be  a  citywide  comprehensive  plan,  that  all  city  agencies  that  have 
relevant  expertise  should  be  involved  and  be  given  an  opportunity  to  integrate  their  concerns  and 
recommendations  into  a  Central  Plan  that  will  accomplish  the  agreed  upon  goals.  Chair  Wald 
encouraged  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  the  Department  to  think  of  the  draft  framework  as  the  basis  for  a 
funding  proposal,  the  focus  of  which  would  be  to  engage  stakeholders  and  other  city  agencies  in  the 
process. 

Public  Comment 

Ms.  Linda  Yacobucci  discussed  Trap/neuter/return  (TNR),  a  national  resource  program  in  San 
Francisco  that  is  successful  in  addressing  the  feral  cat  issue.  It  was  requested  that  the  San  Francisco 
SPCA  be  included  as  one  of  the  stakeholders  in  preparing  the  plan.  Ms.  Yacobucci  stated  that  she 
does  not  want  any  animal  killed  to  save  another  animal,  and  if  you  remove  a  feral  cat,  there  is  nowhere 
for  them  to  go,  and  they  get  killed.  Ms.  Yacobucci  spoke  in  support  of  including  non-native  wildlife  and 
plants  in  the  plan  and  expressed  her  concern  that  certain  groups  call  blue  jays  "garbage  animals",  or 
eucalyptus  "garbage  plants."  It  was  stated  that  non-native  habitats  are  very  critical  to  San  Francisco 
as  the  plants  provide  food,  nesting  material,  and  resources  for  at-risk  animals.  Ms.  Yacobucci  spoke 
about  the  dangers  of  humans  feeding  an  animal  and  explained  that  accidentally  feeding  an  animal  does 
not  make  the  animal  acclimated  to  humans.  Ms.  Yacobucci  also  expressed  her  concern  about 
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pesticides  that  are  applied  on  private  properties  and  near  hospitals,  and  reported  on  Laguna  Honda's 
continuous  use  of  baits  that  cause  bird  deaths. 

Ms.  Sally  Stephens,  Chair  of  the  Animal  Control  and  Welfare  Commission,  reported  that  the 
Commission  exists  to  advise  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  all  animal  welfare  issues  in  the  City  and 
would  ask  for  advice  and  counsel  if  the  plan  is  brought  to  their  attention.  Ms.  Stephens  encouraged  the 
Committee  to  consult  the  Animal  Control  and  Welfare  Commission  early  on  in  the  process  before 
problems  are  found.  It  was  explained  that  there  would  be  a  presentation  at  the  next  Commission 
meeting  on  August  14  by  the  Animal  Crossing  Community  (ACC)  on  the  issues  surrounding  coyotes 
being  hit  by  cars.  Ms.  Stephens  reported  that  their  Commission  is  involved  with  the  Zoo  at  this  time, 
and  that  one  of  the  issues  that  animal  rights  activists  have  with  the  San  Francisco  Zoological  Society  is 
that  they  look  only  at  the  species  and  not  at  the  individual  animals.  One  of  the  concerns  with  the 
breeding  programs  is  that  they  care  only  about  the  breeding  of  endangered  species,  and  not  with  the 
fact  that  animals  are  often  kept  in  inhumane  conditions  or  that  they  are  constantly  moved  from  zoo  to 
zoo. 

Mr.  Francisco  Da  Costa  stated  that  we  need  to  review  wildlife  management  plans  that  already  exist  in 
our  area,  starting  with  the  Presidio  of  San  Francisco,  which  not  only  has  a  forest  management  plan  but 
a  very  detailed  wildlife  management  plan.  Mr.  Da  Costa  explained  that  he  represents  the  first  people  of 
this  area  and  is  interested  in  the  last  frontier  and  those  areas,  which  are  really  wild  but  adversely 
impacted  by  radiologic/toxic  elements,  e.g.,  Hunters  Point  and  the  Farallon  Islands.  Mr.  Da  Costa 
suggested  considering  other  elements  such  as  mercury,  lead,  heavy  metals  that  are  affecting  the 
wildlife  in  the  bay,  and  recommended  that  a  policy  be  linked  to  good  health.  Mr.  Da  Costa  also 
recommended  reviewing  Golden  Gate  Park's  detailed  forest  management  plan  to  assess  its 
deficiencies  in  terms  of  wildlife,  and  then  apply  findings  to  Treasure  Island,  Mission  Bay  and  other 
areas. 

Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  recommended  identifying  whether  the  document  would  serve  the  purpose  of  a  plan 
or  a  policy  as  both  terms  were  used  throughout  the  presentation.  If  the  Department  is  looking  to  provide 
policy  and  guidance  to  the  city  as  a  way  to  move  forward,  it  would  be  a  totally  different  document  than  a 
plan  that  would  include  the  how  to,  where  to,  and  by  to  kinds  of  hands-on  things.  Ms.  Wuerfel  stated 
that  she  does  not  hear  that  San  Francisco  embraces  the  term  "biodiversity"  for  all  living  things  that  are 
here,  and  that  somehow  native  things  are  more  valuable  than  non-native  things.  Ms.  Wuerfel  stated 
that  plants,  animals  or  people  have  a  right  to  be  here,  and  therefore  would  like  to  encourage  that 
biodiversity  be  thought  about  as  lots  of  different  things.  Ms.  Wuerfel  also  suggested  being  realistic  and 
to  work  on  implementable  issues.  Ms.  Wuerfel  recommended  introducing  a  plan  that  can  be  achieved, 
is  something  that  would  be  the  most  manageable  for  human  beings  and  wild  animals,  and  to  always 
allow  for  public  input. 

Ms.  Noreen  Weeden  reported  that  she  is  impressed  with  the  draft  framework  and  is  supportive  of  this 
topic.  Ms.  Weeden  stated  that  a  successful  restoration  project  was  implemented  in  San  Francisco  at 
Pier  94  on  Port  property.  A  year  after  that  area  was  restored  native  birds  came  and  nested  there.  Ms. 
Weeden  spoke  in  support  of  involving  inter-agencies  in  this  effort.  It  was  explained  that  there  are  many 
projects  going  on  in  the  future  that  look  at  open  space  as  part  of  their  planning.  Ms.  Weeden  stated 
that  she  also  supports  the  idea  of  not  feeding  wildlife  human  food  as  it  attracts  non-native  pests  that 
cause  problems  in  the  City. 

Mr.  Micah  Shull,  San  Francisco  State,  Environmental  Studies,  stated  that  he  is  also  a  surfer  who 
spends  a  lot  of  time  at  Ocean  Beach  and  that  every  summer  a  family  of  dolphins  arrive,  and  the 
numbers  seem  to  be  increasing  every  year.  It  makes  him  happy  to  be  in  San  Francisco  as  a  result.  Mr. 
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Shull  stated  that  he  is  excited  that  the  Department  is  taking  the  time  to  pursue  a  comprehensive  wildlife 
plan  and  supports  and  encourages  the  effort. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  she  would  prepare  a  list  of  stakeholders,  next  steps,  and 
considerations,  and  then  discuss  a  grant  proposal  with  the  Department  Director  and  Grants  Manager. 
The  public  was  asked  to  send  additional  comments  to  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  through  the  Commission 
Secretary,  Monica  Fish. 

7.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

Mr.  Francisco  Da  Costa  recommended  paying  attention  to  reducing  methane  gas  from  sewage 
treatment  plants  especially  in  the  southeast  sector  of  San  Francisco  as  a  way  to  reduce  our  carbon 
footprint.  It  was  explained  that  one  ton  of  methane  gas  is  equivalent  to  22  tons  of  carbon  dioxide.  Mr. 
Da  Costa  recommended  that  in  addition  to  focusing  on  areas  to  do  with  plants,  animals,  birds,  and  fish 
that  more  attention  should  be  given  to  pollution  control  and  its  effects  on  children  and  elders  especially 
in  the  southeast  sector.  It  was  reported  that  a  company  has  bombarded  the  area  with  asbestos 
structures  and  recommended  that  the  Commission  and  Committee  access  a  dust  mitigation  plan, 
Article  31 ,  established  by  the  San  Francisco  Health  Department  to  see  how  those  standards  could  be 
enforced.  Mr.  Da  Costa  stated  that  the  Department  was  created  from  a  $13.6  million  grant  and  links 
many  of  their  projects  to  southeast  sector  environmental  justice  advocacy. 

Ms.  Sally  Stephens  stated  that  she  wants  to  make  sure  that  there  will  be  a  public  process  around  the 
Wildlife  Management  Plan  and  that  the  public  is  able  to  comment  on  revisions  before  it  is  completed. 
Ms.  Stephens  also  recommended  that  the  Commission  Secretary  provide  a  microphone  for  the  meeting 
room  so  everyone  is  able  to  hear  the  proceedings  adequately.  Ms.  Fish  stated  she  would  look  into  this 
possibility  in  the  future  and  that  sound-enhancement  systems  can  also  be  made  available  with 
adequate  notice  before  the  meeting.  Chair  Wald  stated  that  Vice-Chair  Gravanis's  purpose  in  creating 
the  draft  framework  is  to  bring  a  funding  proposal  to  the  Grants  Manager,  so  that  fundraising  proposals 
could  be  submitted  to  potential  donors  that  would  support  this  kind  of  work.  When  funds  are  received, 
then  everything  would  be  done  through  a  public  process.  It  was  explained  that  it  is  not  the 
Commission's  policy  to  put  fundraising  proposals  up  for  public  review  and  comment.  Vice-Chair 
Gravanis  indicated  that  the  scope  of  work  would  be  to  engage  in  a  stakeholder  process.  Deputy 
Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  Plan  itself  would  go  through  a  public  process.  Commissioner  Martin 
stated  that  today  was  intended  as  a  means  for  public  comment  as  well.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  reported 
that  any  additional  comments  could  be  directed  to  the  Commission  Secretary  and  would  be  forwarded 
to  the  Vice-Chair. 

8.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  There  were  no  announcements  made  at  this  time. 

9.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Future  presentation  requests:  Vice  Chair 
Gravanis-Better  Streets  Plan/Urban  Forest  Plan.  Chair  Wald-urban  forestry  activities. 

10.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:45  p.m. 
Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary  TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the 
hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=61 005,  (3)  by  clicking 
on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at 
Monica. Fish@sfqov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  Explanatory  documents  that  are  received  after  posting  of  this  agenda  are 
available  on  the  website  or  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  the  contact  information  listed  above. 
Approved:  August  18,  2008 
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to  MONDAY,  August  18,  2008,  at  5:00  p.m.  The  meeting  will  be  held  at  City 
Hall,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Room  421,  San  Francisco.  An  agenda 
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NOTE:  The  Monday,  August  11,  2008,  5:00  p.m.  Regular  Meeting  of  the  Policy  Committee  has  been 
RESCHEDULED  to  Monday,  August  1 8,  2008  at  5:00  p.m. 

COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice  Chair),  Jane 
/larieFrancis  Martin 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  July  21,  2008  Policy  Committee  Rescheduled  Meeting.  (Discussion 
and  Action)  (Explanatory  Document:  July  21,  2008  Draft  Minutes) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

4.  Hunters  Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point  Project  &  Sustainability  Plan  Update:  Project  Status  & 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  Update  and  Informational  Presentation  on  Draft 
Sustainability  Plan.  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion) 

Speakers:  Tiffany  Bohee,  Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  &  Workforce  Development;  Brian  Renehan, 
Project  Manager,  ARUP 

5.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

6.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

7.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

8.  Adjournment. 

\/lonica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

rEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

■  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
he  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  ,  (3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4) 
jpon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  41 5-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish@sfqov.orq  within  three 
business  days  of  a  meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda  have  been  distributed  to  the  Commission  Policy 
Committee  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are  available  for  public  inspection  at  the  Department  of  the 
Environment,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  during  normal  office  hours  or  will  be  made  available  at  the  meeting  website 
ink  Policy  Committee's  website  as  links  to  the  agenda  or  meeting  minutes  (by  item). 


\t  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 
nay  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 
Dy  the  public  will  exceed  1 5  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 


Public  Comment 


The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 
applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Sq 
Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the 
Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and  I 
the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI 
accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  ' 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall  be \y 
4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meetinc 
a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (41 5)  355-3709  to     i . 
make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible.  !  J 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (41 5)  554-6789  or  (41 5)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Jr.,  Sunshine  Task  Force 
Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724; 
Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf@sfqov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine 
Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfqov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112;  web  site  atwww.sfgov.org/ethics. 


Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 


NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin,  written  comments 
regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  1 1  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which  cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission 
Secretary  by  that  time  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above. 

When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree-free 
paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary  and  the  public. 


Posted:  August  12,  2008 
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he  Monday,  August  11,  2008,  5:00  p.m.  Regular  Meeting  of  the  Policy  Committee  was  rescheduled  to 
onday,  August  18,  2008  at  5:00  p.m. 

OMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
arieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:05  p.m.  Present:  Chair 
Wald,  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  July  21,  2008  Policy  Committee  Rescheduled  Meeting.  (Discussion 
and  Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin  and  second  by  Vice-President  Gravanis,  the  July  21, 
2008  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  as  amended  (AYES:  Chair  Wald,  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and 
Commissioner  Martin)  (Explanatory  Document:  July  21 .  2008  Approved  Minutes). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Hunters  Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point  Project  &  Sustainability  Plan  Update:  Project  Status  & 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  Update  and  Informational  Presentation  on  Draft 
Sustainability  Plan.  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion)  Speakers:  Tiffany  Bohee,  Mayor's 
Office  of  Economic  &  Workforce  Development;  Jean  Rogers,  Principal  ARUP 

Ms.  Bohee  reported  on  the  Mixed  Use  Development  Project  Candlestick  Point  Hunters  Point  Shipyard 
Proposition  G  ballot  measure  that  was  approved  by  the  voters  in  the  June  2008  election.  It  was 
explained  that  in  terms  of  long-term  processes,  various  aspects  of  the  plan  are  under  development,  and 
the  thinking  has  changed  on  interim  targets,  but  the  long-term  target  and  the  goal  has  not  changed.  Ms. 
Bohee  stated  that  the  long-term  target  is  to  have  all  approvals  and  entitlements  from  all  agencies  by 
December  2009,  which  includes  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR).  It  is  anticipated  that 
the  Draft  would  be  published  in  March  2009  with  certification  hearings  held  in  the  fall.  In  terms  of  the 
EIR,  alternatives  are  being  reviewed,  and  the  EIR  team  has  indicated  it  is  necessary  to  look  at  the 
results  of  the  analysis  on  all  of  these  disciplines  and  push  the  alternative  analysis  in  that  way.  This 
effort  is  led  by  the  Planning  Department's  Major  Environmental  Review  section  and  also  the 
Redevelopment  Agency.  Planning  stated  that  they  need  to  wait  to  see  what  the  analysis  looks  like 
before  they  can  fully  look  at  other  alternatives.  It  was  reported  that  the  term  sheet,  which  is  a  non- 
binding  approval  of  the  various  local  entities  that  would  cover  land  planning  and  affordable  housing  has 
changed  significantly.  It  was  explained  that  a  broad-based  term  sheet  would  have  to  be  worked  on  in 
the  future. 
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Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 
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Ms.  Bohee  reported  that  by  November  and  December  of  this  year,  a  financial  transaction  structure 
would  be  the  focus,  as  Proposition  G  did  not  give  a  direct  acknowledgement  of  what  the  transaction 
structure  would  be.  It  was  explained  that  it  is  important  to  be  transparent  about  what  the  contribution 
would  be  to  the  San  Francisco  49'ers.  Lennar  is  contributing  $100,000,000  to  the  stadium  construction, 
and  the  City  is  providing  the  infrastructure,  so  all  decisions  that  have  to  be  made  will  be  transparent. 
There  are  land-planning  implications  and  sustainability  choices  to  be  made  depending  on  waste  water 
and  other  considerations  that  do  have  cost  implications.  Presentations  have  been  made  and  additional 
presentations  will  be  scheduled  to  the  Bayview  PAC  and  Shipyard  Citizens  Advisory  Committee 
particularly  to  discuss  housing  considerations. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  inquired  whether  the  EIR  notice  of  preparation  made  reference  to  studying 
alternatives.  Ms.  Bohee  reported  that  there  were  two  general  alternatives,  one  with  the  stadium 
component,  and  one  without.  Each  alternative  has  implications  for  intensity  of  development.  The  non- 
stadium  alternative  is  a  more  intense  development  because  in  lieu  of  a  stadium,  a  stadium  is  only  25 
acres  and  is  surrounding  by  parkland  and  other  uses.  A  proposal  has  been  made  to  site  an  additional  3 
million  square  feet  of  research  and  development  (clean  tech,  bio-tech,  or  other  emerging  technologies) 
in  that  same  area.  There  would  roughly  be  the  same  amount  of  park  space,  but  because  the  non- 
stadium  alternative  includes  a  total  of  5  million  square  feet  of  research  and  development,  there  would 
be  implications  such  as  habitat,  air  quality,  transportation,  etc.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  to  confirm 
that  this  was  due  to  the  non-stadium  alternative  being  used  on  a  daily  basis  as  opposed  to  the  stadium 
alternative.  The  response  was  'yes'. 

Chair  Wald  stated  that  the  major  issues  are  known  and  outlining  what  kinds  of  alternatives  that  would 
be  responsive  to  those  can  be  started.  Chair  Wald  stated  that  she  understands  the  relationships 
between  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  and  those  alternatives,  but  recommended  not  waiting  so 
long  that  what  people  are  concerned  about  is  forgotten.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  it  is  the 
preference  of  the  project  to  have  a  bridge  or  not.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  her  concern  with 
waiting  to  do  that  investigation  is  that  you  would  not  see  what  the  benefits  would  be  or  what  the 
alternative  transportation  might  look  like  until  the  study  is  done.  It  is  the  project's  preference  to  have 
the  plans  as  they  are  being  proposed,  but  in  light  of  the  comments  made  by  Commissioners  and  others 
in  terms  of  alternatives,  it  might  warrant  not  doing  a  full  CEQA  preparation  for  those  things,  but  to  know 
them  internally  to  validate  the  concerns  about  initial  impulses  or  to  open  up  opportunities.  Chair  Wald 
inquired  what  would  be  in  the  development  plan  for  that  area  that  wouldn't  involve  the  bridge  and  would 
advance  desired  goals.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  it  might  yield  something  that  would  offer  an 
alternative  that  may  not  be  better  but  could  be  compelling. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  asked  if  the  only  transportation  planning  that  is  going  on  now  is  the  transportation 
planning  that  is  part  of  the  EIR  process  that  is  not  yet  available  to  the  public,  or  if  there  is  some  other 
transportation  study  or  analysis  going  on  that  involves  weighing  the  pros  and  cons  of  having  a  bridge  or 
not.  Ms.  Bohee  stated  that  they  are  looking  at  a  range  of  options,  and  the  bridge  is  an  integral 
component  of  that.  Other  components  now  being  reviewed  in  the  transportation  plan  include  ferry 
service,  downtown  express  service,  shuttle  service  between  sites,  and  interim  bus  service  before  the 
two  sites  are  fully  built  out.  Ms.  Bohee  stated  that  they  will  determine  what  the  impacts  will  be,  and  an 
evaluation  will  be  made  once  a  technical  analysis  has  been  completed.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  asked  if 
this  is  being  done  as  part  of  the  EIR.  Ms.  Bohee  confirmed  that  was  correct.  Ms.  Bohee  explained  that 
there  is  a  separate  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  project  for  the  Bayview  Transportation 
Improvement  Project  that  is  for  truck  routing  purposes  that  has  been  underway  for  about  eight  years, 
and  an  EIS/EIR  is  being  worked  on.  It  was  explained  that  the  two  processes  are  informing  each  other 
from  a  planning  point  of  view,  and  there  have  been  approximately  600  public  meetings  that  have  been 
held  to  date.  Ms.  Bohee  explained  that  information  is  being  gathered  from  other  public  processes,  but  it 
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is  still  necessary  to  go  through  the  full  vetting  of  the  analysis.  Chair  Wald  recommended  that  the  two 
projects  stay  in  synch  with  each  other. 

Ms.  Rogers  discussed  activities  since  the  April  Policy  Committee  meeting  and  presented  on  topics  that 
would  be  included  in  the  Draft  Sustainability  Plan.  Presentation  topics  included: 

•  Current  activities  that  include  holding  meetings  with  relevant  City  agencies,  presenting  ideas  to  and 
receiving  feedback  from  community  groups  and  key  stakeholders;  conducting  technical  and 
economic  analyses  of  strategies,  and  making  recommendations  to  Lennar. 

•  Sustainability  Process:  review  of  best  practices,  strategy  development,  baseline  assessment, 
interviewing  key  stakeholders,  cost  benefit  analysis,  prioritization  process,  and  incorporating  public 
comment  into  the  Draft  Sustainability  Plan. 

•  Sustainability  Plan  Timeline:  After  years  of  developing  a  framework  and  doing  a  baseline 
assessment,  currently  codifying  recommendations  into  the  Draft  Sustainability  Plan  and  making 
sure  the  Green  Building  Ordinance  is  incorporated  into  the  Plan. 

•  Vision  for  a  Sustainable  Candlestick  Point/Hunters  Point  Shipyard  and  Seven  Focus  Areas  for  the 
Sustainability  Vision  that  include  economic  vitality,  resource  efficiency,  community  identity  and 
cohesion,  the  environment,  public  wellbeing  and  quality  of  life,  accessibility  and  transportation  and 
advanced  information  communication  technology. 

•  Resource  Efficiency:  Summary  of  Goals  for  energy,  water  and  waste.  Ms.  Rogers  discussed  the 
recommendations  in  the  plan  in  these  areas  and  the  approach  being  taken. 

•  Proposed  Energy,  Water  and  Waste  Strategies.  Energy — benefits  and  targets  for  initiatives  that 
include  energy-efficiency  measures,  district  energy  system,  cogeneration,  and  renewables-solar 
thermal  and  photovoltaics.  Water-benefits  and  targets  for  initiatives  that  include  water  efficiency, 
sending  all  wastewater  to  the  Southeast  Wastewater  Central  Plant;  Low  Impact  Development 
Stormwater  Management,  and  recycled  water.  Waste-benefits  and  targets  for  initiatives  that 
include  separating  construction  and  demolition  materials  on  site-reuse  and  recycle  and  applicable 
materials;  and  implement  an  automated  waste-collection  system  (Transvac). 

•  The  Environment  Summary  of  goals  that  address  environmental  justice,  climate  change,  and 
habitats  and  biodiversity  concerns.  Benefits  and  targets  for  environmental  justice  initiatives  that 
include  (1)  low-emission  transit  and  other  clean  transportation  initiatives;  avoidance  of  pesticides 
and  toxic  chemicals;  LID  Stormwater  Management,  and  increased  access  to  open  space  and 
waterfront.  Benefits  and  targets  for  addressing  climate  change  initiatives  that  include  energy- 
efficient  buildings  and  infrastructure,  on-site  renewable  energy  supply,  improved  transit  provision, 
use  of  clean  fuel  technologies,  and  transportation  demand  management.  A  report  was  given  on 
proposed  strategies  for  enhancing  biodiversity  and  protecting  existing  habitats. 

•  Sustainability  Achievements:  LEED  ND  Platinum  target,  LEED  NC  Gold  equivalent,  One  Planet 
Living  goals,  Urban  Environmental  Accords  and  Architecture  2030;  and  Green  Building  Guidelines. 

•  Next  Steps — finalize  Sustainability  Plan,  continue  working  on  system  design  for  LID  stormwater 
management  and  district  energy/cogeneration  and  incorporate  into  infrastructure  plan;  continue 
discussions  with  City,  utilities  and  other  third  parties  regarding  development,  ownership  and 
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operation  of  energy  system;  continue  discussions  with  SFPUC  on  recycled  water;  continue 
discussions  with  the  City  regarding  new  transportation  infrastructure  and  services. 

Detailed  information  on  presentation  topics  can  be  referenced  by  accessing  "A  Sustainable  Future  for 
Candlestick  Point  &  Hunters  Point  Shipyard"  presentation. 


Commissioner  Martin  suggested  to  consider  implementing  distributed  pre-heat.  Chair  Wald  stated  that 
she  would  be  surprised  if  the  solar  thermal  were  to  be  economically  viable  in  San  Francisco. 
Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  preheating  domestic  hot  water  could  be  effective.  Chair  Wald  asked 
whether  thermal  storage  would  be  required  because  there  would  be  plenty  of  days  where  there  would 
not  be  any  sun  and  days  when  the  heat  that  is  generated  is  wasted.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  about 
the  lighting  plan  and  dark  skies  concerns.  Ms.  Rogers  a  plan  has  not  been  done,  but 
recommendations  about  lighting  have  been  made  that  would  be  incorporated  into  the  Draft  Plan. 
Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  biodiversity  element.  Ms.  Rogers  explained  that  biodiversity 
strategies  would  be  addressed  in  the  EIR. 

Commissioner  Martin  left  the  meeting  at  5:45  p.m. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  made  the  following  recommendations: 

•  Not  to  use  the  term  "water  efficiency"  as  a  synonym  for  "water  conservation"  because  there 
is  a  difference.  Efficiency  is  more  about  fixtures,  reducing  time  for  sprinkler  systems,  etc. 
Conservation  includes  reducing  the  need  for  water. 

•  Xeriscape  for  landscaping  implies  not  needing  any  water  at  all.  Recommended  putting  more 
emphasis  on  use  of  climate-appropriate  plants  that  have  adapted  to  our  climate. 

•  Hydraulic  offset:  regardless  of  where  the  sewage  is  treated,  there  should  be  no  stormwater 
runoff  going  into  the  combined  system.  Those  two  concepts  should  be  kept  separate.  A 
separate  decision  should  be  made  about  what  to  do  with  the  wastewater. 


•    Consider  the  pros  and  cons  of  various  ways  to  spend  money  to  make  the  Southeast 
Treatment  Plant  a  more  neighborhood-friendly  facility.  Discussions  should  be  held  about 
helping  move  the  digesters  to  another  site  such  as  the  backlands-Piers  94  and  96.  Ms. 
Rogers  stated  that  helping  whatever  the  problems  are  at  the  existing  plant  is  appropriate  for 
discussion  and  needs  to  happen.  It  was  explained  that  the  dialogue  has  begun  with  Mr.  Jon 
Loaicano,  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC),  and  he  had  requested 
numbers  and  facts  to  support  future  actions.  It  was  explained  that  they  would  like  to  support 
upgrading  the  digesters. 


•  When  estimating  the  capacity  of  the  sewage  treatment  plant,  it  is  important  to  estimate  the 
additional  load  of  all  of  the  other  developments  that  are  underway  on  the  eastern  side  of  the 
city.  Environmental  justice  issues  should  be  considered-in  addition  to  considering  new 
methodologies  to  completely  control  the  odor,  the  idea  for  being  the  outhouse  for  85%  of  the 
city's  sewage  is  a  psychological  burden. 

•  Energy  and  water  conservation:  There  should  be  separate  metering  for  each  residential  unit 
to  provide  real  incentives  for  conservation.  Installing  efficient  fixtures,  for  example,  is 
inadequate,  as  residents  can  remove  low-flow  showerheads  that  are  given  to  them  and 
leave  the  water  on  for  long  periods  of  time. 
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•  Dual  plumbing  systems  should  be  considered  for  residential  as  well  as  commercial  units. 

•  Plans  for  roof  runoff.  Ms.  Rogers  reported  that  green  roofs  would  be  appropriate  for 
rainwater  collection,  and  other  methods,  including  cisterns,  would  be  reviewed  as  part  of 
modeling. 

•  Biodiversity.  Requested  a  separate  presentation  on  the  biodiversity  element.  The  diagram 
of  enhancing  biodiversity  has  this  large  area  for  nesting  and  foraging  habitats,  and  then 
when  you  review  the  Land  Use  Plan,  you  see  lawns  and  picnic  areas,  etc.  Hummingbirds 
would  not  be  nesting  on  a  green  roof — some  things  shown  in  the  habitat  section  are 
unrealistic.  Additionally,  (1)  there  are  "red-tailed"  hawks  in  this  area,  not  "red"  hawks,  (2) 
more  attention  to  spelling,  e.g.  peregrine;  (3)  not  necessary  to  improve  habitat  for  ground 
squirrels  because  there  are  so  many  already,  but  it  is  important  to  preserve  some  habitat  for 
them;  (4)  create  tidal  marshlands  as  part  of  restoration,  but  as  a  general  principle  to 
preserve  what  we  have  as  opposed  to  creating  new  ones.  It  is  good  to  create  new  marsh 
habitats,  but  not  at  the  expense  of  existing  ones;  (5)  creating  new  wildlife  corridors  requires 
that  thought  be  given  to  the  individual  species'  needs-their  destination,  seasonal  routes,  for 
what  reason,  etc.  (6)  more  diligence  on  the  section  for  maintaining  foraging  areas  for 
peregrine  falcons  and  other  raptors,  habitat  for  gophers,  etc.;  and  (7)  inquire  whether 
peregrine  falcons  actually  nest  in  the  area.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  Golden 
Gate  Audubon  has  information  on  birds  that  are  located  in  that  area. 

•  Carbon  footprint:  one  of  the  issues  discussed  in  April  was  reducing  the  carbon  footprint  by 
providing  for  walkability  between  residential  and  retail  areas.  Are  there  any  changes  in  the 
proposed  land  use  plans  that  distribute  the  neighborhood-serving  retail  better  so  that  it  is 
more  within  walking  distance  of  the  residents?  Ms.  Bohee  stated  that  this  discussion  was 
heard  in  the  public  land  planning  workshops  and  that  the  process  is  being  worked  through. 
Discussions  have  been  held  with  the  Planning  Department  and  Lennar  on  neighborhood 
convenience  retail  centers.  Chair  Wald  recommended  including  corner  grocery  stores.  Ms. 
Bohee  stated  that  opportunities  for  both  larger  and  smaller  operators  are  being  reviewed, 
and  a  future  presentation  would  be  made  to  the  Committee.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  requested 
a  sketch  of  where  the  smaller  retail  areas  are  that  shows  walkability  to  transit  and  retail 
modes  and  hubs. 

Chair  Wald  referenced  the  carbon  footprint  slide  of  the  presentation  and  asked  what  the  transportation 
assumptions  are  that  are  built  into  the  reduction  that  is  shown  on  the  slide.  Ms.  Rogers  explained  that 
all  detailed  data  is  in  the  Draft  Plan,  energy  use  per  year,  miles  traveled  per  year  and  assumptions 
around  population.  Chair  Wald  inquired  about  the  number  of  bus  lines  that  would  serve  the  area  in 
addition  to  the  Third  Street  rail.  Ms.  Bohee  reported  that  a  follow-up  presentation  would  be  made  to  the 
Committee  at  a  future  date,  as  a  range  of  options  is  being  reviewed;  e.g.,  extending  ferry  service  into 
the  site.  Chair  Wald  suggested  that  other  alternatives  be  studied  in  addition  to  the  stadium/no  stadium 
options.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  suggested  not  presenting  the  Plan  as  if  there  was  already  a  preferred 
alternative. 

Chair  Wald  asked  if  there  were  consideration  given  to  providing  protection  against  rising  sea  levels. 
Chair  Wald  recommended  that  a  citywide  discussion  be  set  up  to  determine  what  number  to  use  for 
sea  level  rise  so  everyone  would  be  using  the  same  number  and  think  of  ways  to  plan  for  it.  Deputy 
Director  Assmann  stated  that  a  range  could  be  established. 
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Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  C&D  Waste  Diversion  slide  data  is  inaccurate  and  would 
provide  current  information  on  diversion  rates  as  they  change  every  year. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Sudeep  Rao  stated  that  he  was  happy  that  there  are  meetings  being  held  with 
the  PAC  and  CAC,  but  requested  that  the  Restoration  Advisory  Board  (RAB)  to  the  Shipyard  also  be 
included  in  discussions  as  they  are  actively  dealing  with  the  shipyard.  Mr.  Rao  reported  that  there  is 
another  effort  or  approach  to  dealing  with  transportation  at  the  shipyard  and  asked  to  see  additional 
data  on  the  transportation  plan.  Mr.  Rao  recommended  considering  a  ferry  terminal  to  bring  people 
into  the  stadium  to  address  traffic  concerns.  Ms.  Bohee  reported  that  they  are  working  with  the  City  on 
establishing  a  robust  transportation  plan  and  it  does  include  a  ferry  terminal  for  every  day,  not  just 
game  day.  Ms.  Bohee  discussed  plans  for  extending  MUNI  bus  service  into  the  site,  the  Bus  Rapid 
Transit,  establishing  Cal  Train  and  Balboa  Bart  connections,  as  well  as  additional  plans  that  would  be 
brought  back  to  the  Committee  for  discussion  at  a  future  date.  Ms.  Bohee  stated  that  there  are  a  lot  of 
members  on  the  PAC  and  CAC  that  are  members  of  the  RAB,  but  would  make  an  effort  to  be  more 
inclusive  of  the  RAB  in  the  future. 

5.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  Chair  Wald  announced  that  the  National  Resource  Defense  Council 
(NRDC)  is  signing  up  to  be  a  City  green  business  and  as  part  of  the  sign-up,  an  emergency  ride  home 
service  is  required.  Chair  Wald  commended  the  emergency  ride  home  program  and  stated  that  more 
people  should  be  made  aware  of  it  even  if  they  aren't  green  businesses.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  reported 
that  the  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  annual  picnic  is  on  Saturday,  August  23  at  El  Polin  Springs,  the 
Presidio,  and  the  focus  would  be  on  ecology  of  Tennessee  Hollow. 

6.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion).  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  discussed  future  agenda 
items  that  include  (1)  a  report  on  the  Yerba  Buena  Island  Habitat  Management  Plan--Ms.  Fish  reported 
that  Ms.  Kass  has  scheduled  this  item  for  the  September  23  Commission  Meeting;  (2)  continuing 
updates  on  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard,  Candlestick  Point  project;  and  (3)  discussion  on  the  Better 
Streets  Plan.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  Commissioner  Martin  indicated  an  interest  in 
commenting  on  the  lighting  portion  in  relationship  to  protecting  dark  skies,  and  other  aspects  would  be 
appropriate  for  comment,  e.g.  stormwater  management.  Ms.  Bohee  requested  guidance  or  direction 
from  the  Department  on  the  Better  Streets  Plan  as  it  relates  to  light  pollution  and  stormwater 
management  in  order  to  incorporate  them  into  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  Candlestick  Point  Plan. 

Chair  Wald  requested  an  update  on  the  Urban  Forestry  Council.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended 
that  this  topic  focus  on  Mr.  Grossman's  concern  on  the  lack  of  care  for  street  trees.  Deputy  Director 
Assmann  suggested  that  an  update  be  given  on  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's  Annual  Report  that  is 
currently  being  worked  on.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  suggested  that  the  Committee  discuss  the  AB32 
process  when  a  final  scoping  plan  is  issued.  It  was  explained  that  the  state  has  issued  a  Draft  Scoping 
Plan,  and  the  comment  period  has  just  ended.  A  final  scoping  plan  is  scheduled  for  issuance  in  the  fall, 
but  the  date  may  change.  It  was  reported  that  the  Department  has  submitted  comments  on  the  draft 
scoping  plan  as  a  department  and  as  part  of  Green  Cities  in  conjunction  with  all  of  the  other  large  cities 
in  the  state.  Chair  Wald  recommended  that  a  representative  from  the  Air  Resources  Board  be  asked  to 
comment  at  the  meeting.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  suggested  inviting  a  Green  Cities  representative  to 
speak.  Ms.  Fish  reported  that  the  Marine  Protected  Area  item  is  scheduled  for  the  September  meeting. 
Ms.  Bohee  reported  that  another  presentation  would  be  given  to  the  Committee  in  October,  if  not  in 
September. 

7.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

8.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:03  p.m. 
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onica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

EL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the 
•urs  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=61005.  (3)  by  clicking 
J  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at 
xiica. Fish@sfqov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  Explanatory  documents  that  are  received  after  posting  of  this  agenda  are 
ailable  on  the  website  or  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  the  contact  information  listed  above. 
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The  Monday,  August  11,  2008,  5:00  p.m.  Regular  Meeting  of  the  Policy  Committee  was  rescheduled  to 
Monday,  August  18,  2008  at  5:00  p.m. 

COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
\/larieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:05  p.m.  Present:  Chair 
Wald,  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  July  21,  2008  Policy  Committee  Rescheduled  Meeting.  (Discussion 
and  Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin  and  second  by  Vice-President  Gravanis,  the  July  21 , 
2008  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  as  amended  (AYES:  Chair  Wald,  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and 
Commissioner  Martin)  (Explanatory  Document:  July  21,  2008  Approved  Minutes). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Hunters  Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point  Project  &  Sustainability  Plan  Update:  Project  Status  & 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  Update  and  Informational  Presentation  on  Draft 
Sustainability  Plan.  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion)  Speakers:  Tiffany  Bohee,  Mayor's 
Office  of  Economic  &  Workforce  Development;  Jean  Rogers,  Principal  ARUP 

Ms.  Bohee  reported  on  the  Mixed  Use  Development  Project  Candlestick  Point  Hunters  Point  Shipyard 
Proposition  G  ballot  measure  that  was  approved  by  the  voters  in  the  June  2008  election.  It  was 
explained  that  in  terms  of  long-term  processes,  various  aspects  of  the  plan  are  under  development,  and 
the  thinking  has  changed  on  interim  targets,  but  the  long-term  target  and  the  goal  has  not  changed.  Ms. 
Bohee  stated  that  the  long-term  target  is  to  have  all  approvals  and  entitlements  from  all  agencies  by 
December  2009,  which  includes  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR).  It  is  anticipated  that 
the  Draft  would  be  published  in  March  2009  with  certification  hearings  held  in  the  fall.  In  terms  of  the 
EIR,  alternatives  are  being  reviewed,  and  the  EIR  team  has  indicated  it  is  necessary  to  look  at  the 
results  of  the  analysis  on  all  of  these  disciplines  and  push  the  alternative  analysis  in  that  way.  This 
effort  is  led  by  the  Planning  Department's  Major  Environmental  Review  section  and  also  the 
Redevelopment  Agency.  Planning  stated  that  they  need  to  wait  to  see  what  the  analysis  looks  like 
before  they  can  fully  look  at  other  alternatives.  It  was  reported  that  the  term  sheet,  which  is  a  non- 
binding  approval  of  the  various  local  entities  that  would  cover  land  planning  and  affordable  housing  has 
changed  significantly.  It  was  explained  that  a  broad-based  term  sheet  would  have  to  be  worked  on  in 
the  future. 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 


Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 
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Ms.  Bohee  reported  that  by  November  and  December  of  this  year,  a  financial  transaction  structure 
would  be  the  focus,  as  Proposition  G  did  not  give  a  direct  acknowledgement  of  what  the  transaction 
structure  would  be.  It  was  explained  that  it  is  important  to  be  transparent  about  what  the  contribution 
would  be  to  the  San  Francisco  49'ers.  Lennar  is  contributing  $100,000,000  to  the  stadium  construction, 
and  the  City  is  providing  the  infrastructure,  so  all  decisions  that  have  to  be  made  will  be  transparent. 
There  are  land-planning  implications  and  sustainability  choices  to  be  made  depending  on  waste  water 
and  other  considerations  that  do  have  cost  implications.  Presentations  have  been  made  and  additional 
presentations  will  be  scheduled  to  the  Bayview  PAC  and  Shipyard  Citizens  Advisory  Committee 
particularly  to  discuss  housing  considerations. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  inquired  whether  the  EIR  notice  of  preparation  made  reference  to  studying 
alternatives.  Ms.  Bohee  reported  that  there  were  two  general  alternatives,  one  with  the  stadium 
component,  and  one  without.  Each  alternative  has  implications  for  intensity  of  development.  The  non- 
stadium  alternative  is  a  more  intense  development  because  in  lieu  of  a  stadium,  a  stadium  is  only  25 
acres  and  is  surrounding  by  parkland  and  other  uses.  A  proposal  has  been  made  to  site  an  additional  3 
million  square  feet  of  research  and  development  (clean  tech,  bio-tech,  or  other  emerging  technologies) 
in  that  same  area.  There  would  roughly  be  the  same  amount  of  park  space,  but  because  the  non- 
stadium  alternative  includes  a  total  of  5  million  square  feet  of  research  and  development,  there  would 
be  implications  such  as  habitat,  air  quality,  transportation,  etc.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  to  confirm 
that  this  was  due  to  the  non-stadium  alternative  being  used  on  a  daily  basis  as  opposed  to  the  stadium 
alternative.  The  response  was  'yes'. 

Chair  Wald  stated  that  the  major  issues  are  known  and  outlining  what  kinds  of  alternatives  that  would 
be  responsive  to  those  can  be  started.  Chair  Wald  stated  that  she  understands  the  relationships 
between  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  and  those  alternatives,  but  recommended  not  waiting  so 
long  that  what  people  are  concerned  about  is  forgotten.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  it  is  the 
preference  of  the  project  to  have  a  bridge  or  not.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  her  concern  with 
waiting  to  do  that  investigation  is  that  you  would  not  see  what  the  benefits  would  be  or  what  the 
alternative  transportation  might  look  like  until  the  study  is  done.  It  is  the  project's  preference  to  have 
the  plans  as  they  are  being  proposed,  but  in  light  of  the  comments  made  by  Commissioners  and  others 
in  terms  of  alternatives,  it  might  warrant  not  doing  a  full  CEQA  preparation  for  those  things,  but  to  know 
them  internally  to  validate  the  concerns  about  initial  impulses  or  to  open  up  opportunities.  Chair  Wald 
inquired  what  would  be  in  the  development  plan  for  that  area  that  wouldn't  involve  the  bridge  and  would 
advance  desired  goals.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  it  might  yield  something  that  would  offer  an 
alternative  that  may  not  be  better  but  could  be  compelling. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  asked  if  the  only  transportation  planning  that  is  going  on  now  is  the  transportation 
planning  that  is  part  of  the  EIR  process  that  is  not  yet  available  to  the  public,  or  if  there  is  some  other 
transportation  study  or  analysis  going  on  that  involves  weighing  the  pros  and  cons  of  having  a  bridge  or 
not.  Ms.  Bohee  stated  that  they  are  looking  at  a  range  of  options,  and  the  bridge  is  an  integral 
component  of  that.  Other  components  now  being  reviewed  in  the  transportation  plan  include  ferry 
service,  downtown  express  service,  shuttle  service  between  sites,  and  interim  bus  service  before  the 
two  sites  are  fully  built  out.  Ms.  Bohee  stated  that  they  will  determine  what  the  impacts  will  be,  and  an 
evaluation  will  be  made  once  a  technical  analysis  has  been  completed.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  asked  if 
this  is  being  done  as  part  of  the  EIR.  Ms.  Bohee  confirmed  that  was  correct.  Ms.  Bohee  explained  that 
there  is  a  separate  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  project  for  the  Bayview  Transportation 
Improvement  Project  that  is  for  truck  routing  purposes  that  has  been  underway  for  about  eight  years, 
and  an  EIS/EIR  is  being  worked  on.  It  was  explained  that  the  two  processes  are  informing  each  other 
from  a  planning  point  of  view,  and  there  have  been  approximately  600  public  meetings  that  have  been 
held  to  date.  Ms.  Bohee  explained  that  information  is  being  gathered  from  other  public  processes,  but  it 
is  still  necessary  to  go  through  the  full  vetting  of  the  analysis.  Chair  Wald  recommended  that  the  two 
projects  stay  in  synch  with  each  other. 
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Ms.  Rogers  discussed  activities  since  the  April  Policy  Committee  meeting  and  presented  on  topics  that 
would  be  included  in  the  Draft  Sustainability  Plan.  Presentation  topics  included: 

•  Current  activities  that  include  holding  meetings  with  relevant  City  agencies,  presenting  ideas  to  and 
receiving  feedback  from  community  groups  and  key  stakeholders;  conducting  technical  and 
economic  analyses  of  strategies,  and  making  recommendations  to  Lennar. 

•  Sustainability  Process:  review  of  best  practices,  strategy  development,  baseline  assessment, 
interviewing  key  stakeholders,  cost  benefit  analysis,  prioritization  process,  and  incorporating  public 
comment  into  the  Draft  Sustainability  Plan. 

•  Sustainability  Plan  Timeline:  After  years  of  developing  a  framework  and  doing  a  baseline 
assessment,  currently  codifying  recommendations  into  the  Draft  Sustainability  Plan  and  making 
sure  the  Green  Building  Ordinance  is  incorporated  into  the  Plan. 

•  Vision  for  a  Sustainable  Candlestick  Point/Hunters  Point  Shipyard  and  Seven  Focus  Areas  for  the 
Sustainability  Vision  that  include  economic  vitality,  resource  efficiency,  community  identity  and 
cohesion,  the  environment,  public  wellbeing  and  quality  of  life,  accessibility  and  transportation  and 
advanced  information  communication  technology. 

•  Resource  Efficiency:  Summary  of  Goals  for  energy,  water  and  waste.  Ms.  Rogers  discussed  the 
recommendations  in  the  plan  in  these  areas  and  the  approach  being  taken. 

•  Proposed  Energy,  Water  and  Waste  Strategies.  Energy — benefits  and  targets  for  initiatives  that 
include  energy-efficiency  measures,  district  energy  system,  cogeneration,  and  renewables-solar 
thermal  and  photovoltaics.  Water-benefits  and  targets  for  initiatives  that  include  water  efficiency, 
sending  all  wastewater  to  the  Southeast  Wastewater  Central  Plant;  Low  Impact  Development 
Stormwater  Management,  and  recycled  water.  Waste-benefits  and  targets  for  initiatives  that 
include  separating  construction  and  demolition  materials  on  site-reuse  and  recycle  and  applicable 
materials;  and  implement  an  automated  waste-collection  system  (Transvac). 

•  The  Environment  Summary  of  goals  that  address  environmental  justice,  climate  change,  and 
habitats  and  biodiversity  concerns.  Benefits  and  targets  for  environmental  justice  initiatives  that 
include  (1)  low-emission  transit  and  other  clean  transportation  initiatives;  avoidance  of  pesticides 
and  toxic  chemicals;  LID  Stormwater  Management,  and  increased  access  to  open  space  and 
waterfront.  Benefits  and  targets  for  addressing  climate  change  initiatives  that  include  energy- 
efficient  buildings  and  infrastructure,  on-site  renewable  energy  supply,  improved  transit  provision, 
use  of  clean  fuel  technologies,  and  transportation  demand  management.  A  report  was  given  on 
proposed  strategies  for  enhancing  biodiversity  and  protecting  existing  habitats. 

•  Sustainability  Achievements:  LEED  ND  Platinum  target,  LEED  NC  Gold  equivalent,  One  Planet 
Living  goals,  Urban  Environmental  Accords  and  Architecture  2030;  and  Green  Building  Guidelines. 

•  Next  Steps — finalize  Sustainability  Plan,  continue  working  on  system  design  for  LID  stormwater 
management  and  district  energy/cogeneration  and  incorporate  into  infrastructure  plan;  continue 
discussions  with  City,  utilities  and  other  third  parties  regarding  development,  ownership  and 
operation  of  energy  system;  continue  discussions  with  SFPUC  on  recycled  water;  continue 
discussions  with  the  City  regarding  new  transportation  infrastructure  and  services. 
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Detailed  information  on  presentation  topics  can  be  referenced  by  accessing  "A  Sustainable  Future  for 
Candlestick  Point  &  Hunters  Point  Shipyard"  presentation. 

Commissioner  Martin  suggested  to  consider  implementing  distributed  pre-heat.  Chair  Wald  stated  that 
she  would  be  surprised  if  the  solar  thermal  were  to  be  economically  viable  in  San  Francisco. 
Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  preheating  domestic  hot  water  could  be  effective.  Chair  Wald  asked 
whether  thermal  storage  would  be  required  because  there  would  be  plenty  of  days  where  there  would 
not  be  any  sun  and  days  when  the  heat  that  is  generated  is  wasted.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  about 
the  lighting  plan  and  dark  skies  concerns.  Ms.  Rogers  a  plan  has  not  been  done,  but 
recommendations  about  lighting  have  been  made  that  would  be  incorporated  into  the  Draft  Plan. 
Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  biodiversity  element.  Ms.  Rogers  explained  that  biodiversity 
strategies  would  be  addressed  in  the  EIR. 

Commissioner  Martin  left  the  meeting  at  5:45  p.m. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  made  the  following  recommendations: 

•  Not  to  use  the  term  "water  efficiency"  as  a  synonym  for  "water  conservation"  because  there  is  a 
difference.  Efficiency  is  more  about  fixtures,  reducing  time  for  sprinkler  systems,  etc.  Conservation 
includes  reducing  the  need  for  water. 

•  Xeriscape  for  landscaping  implies  not  needing  any  water  at  all.  Recommended  putting  more 
emphasis  on  use  of  climate-appropriate  plants  that  have  adapted  to  our  climate. 

•  Hydraulic  offset:  regardless  of  where  the  sewage  is  treated,  there  should  be  no  stormwater  runoff 
going  into  the  combined  system.  Those  two  concepts  should  be  kept  separate.  A  separate  decision 
should  be  made  about  what  to  do  with  the  wastewater. 

•  Consider  the  pros  and  cons  of  various  ways  to  spend  money  to  make  the  Southeast  Treatment 
Plant  a  more  neighborhood-friendly  facility.  Discussions  should  be  held  about  helping  move  the 
digesters  to  another  site  such  as  the  backlands-Piers  94  and  96.  Ms.  Rogers  stated  that  helping 
whatever  the  problems  are  at  the  existing  plant  is  appropriate  for  discussion  and  needs  to  happen. 
It  was  explained  that  the  dialogue  has  begun  with  Mr.  Jon  Loaicano,  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities 
Commission  (SFPUC),  and  he  had  requested  numbers  and  facts  to  support  future  actions.  It  was 
explained  that  they  would  like  to  support  upgrading  the  digesters. 

•  When  estimating  the  capacity  of  the  sewage  treatment  plant,  it  is  important  to  estimate  the 
additional  load  of  all  of  the  other  developments  that  are  underway  on  the  eastern  side  of  the  city. 
Environmental  justice  issues  should  be  considered-in  addition  to  considering  new  methodologies 
to  completely  control  the  odor,  the  idea  for  being  the  outhouse  for  85%  of  the  city's  sewage  is  a 
psychological  burden. 

•  Energy  and  water  conservation:  There  should  be  separate  metering  for  each  residential  unit  to 
provide  real  incentives  for  conservation.  Installing  efficient  fixtures,  for  example,  is  inadequate,  as 
residents  can  remove  low-flow  showerheads  that  are  given  to  them  and  leave  the  water  on  for  long 
periods  of  time. 

•  Dual  plumbing  systems  should  be  considered  for  residential  as  well  as  commercial  units. 

•  Plans  for  roof  runoff.  Ms.  Rogers  reported  that  green  roofs  would  be  appropriate  for  rainwater 
collection,  and  other  methods,  including  cisterns,  would  be  reviewed  as  part  of  modeling. 
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•  Biodiversity.  Requested  a  separate  presentation  on  the  biodiversity  element.  The  diagram  of 
enhancing  biodiversity  has  this  large  area  for  nesting  and  foraging  habitats,  and  then  when  you 
review  the  Land  Use  Plan,  you  see  lawns  and  picnic  areas,  etc.  Hummingbirds  would  not  be 
nesting  on  a  green  roof — some  things  shown  in  the  habitat  section  are  unrealistic.  Additionally,  (1) 
there  are  "red-tailed"  hawks  in  this  area,  not  "red"  hawks,  (2)  more  attention  to  spelling,  e.g. 
peregrine;  (3)  not  necessary  to  improve  habitat  for  ground  squirrels  because  there  are  so  many 
already,  but  it  is  important  to  preserve  some  habitat  for  them;  (4)  create  tidal  marshlands  as  part  of 
restoration,  but  as  a  general  principle  to  preserve  what  we  have  as  opposed  to  creating  new  ones. 
It  is  good  to  create  new  marsh  habitats,  but  not  at  the  expense  of  existing  ones;  (5)  creating  new 
wildlife  corridors  requires  that  thought  be  given  to  the  individual  species'  needs-their  destination, 
seasonal  routes,  for  what  reason,  etc.  (6)  more  diligence  on  the  section  for  maintaining  foraging 
areas  for  peregrine  falcons  and  other  raptors,  habitat  for  gophers,  etc.;  and  (7)  inquire  whether 
peregrine  falcons  actually  nest  in  the  area.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  Golden  Gate 
Audubon  has  information  on  birds  that  are  located  in  that  area. 

•  Carbon  footprint:  one  of  the  issues  discussed  in  April  was  reducing  the  carbon  footprint  by  providing 
for  walkability  between  residential  and  retail  areas.  Are  there  any  changes  in  the  proposed  land 
use  plans  that  distribute  the  neighborhood-serving  retail  better  so  that  it  is  more  within  walking 
distance  of  the  residents?  Ms.  Bohee  stated  that  this  discussion  was  heard  in  the  public  land 
planning  workshops  and  that  the  process  is  being  worked  through.  Discussions  have  been  held 
with  the  Planning  Department  and  Lennar  on  neighborhood  convenience  retail  centers.  Chair  Wald 
recommended  including  corner  grocery  stores.  Ms.  Bohee  stated  that  opportunities  for  both  larger 
and  smaller  operators  are  being  reviewed,  and  a  future  presentation  would  be  made  to  the 
Committee.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  requested  a  sketch  of  where  the  smaller  retail  areas  are  that 
shows  walkability  to  transit  and  retail  modes  and  hubs. 

Chair  Wald  referenced  the  carbon  footprint  slide  of  the  presentation  and  asked  what  the  transportation 
assumptions  are  that  are  built  into  the  reduction  that  is  shown  on  the  slide.  Ms.  Rogers  explained  that 
all  detailed  data  is  in  the  Draft  Plan,  energy  use  per  year,  miles  traveled  per  year  and  assumptions 
around  population.  Chair  Wald  inquired  about  the  number  of  bus  lines  that  would  serve  the  area  in 
addition  to  the  Third  Street  rail.  Ms.  Bohee  reported  that  a  follow-up  presentation  would  be  made  to  the 
Committee  at  a  future  date,  as  a  range  of  options  is  being  reviewed;  e.g.,  extending  ferry  service  into 
the  site.  Chair  Wald  suggested  that  other  alternatives  be  studied  in  addition  to  the  stadium/no  stadium 
options.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  suggested  not  presenting  the  Plan  as  if  there  was  already  a  preferred 
alternative. 

Chair  Wald  asked  if  there  were  consideration  given  to  providing  protection  against  rising  sea  levels. 
Chair  Wald  recommended  that  a  citywide  discussion  be  set  up  to  determine  what  number  to  use  for 
sea  level  rise  so  everyone  would  be  using  the  same  number  and  think  of  ways  to  plan  for  it.  Deputy 
Director  Assmann  stated  that  a  range  could  be  established. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  C&D  Waste  Diversion  slide  data  is  inaccurate  and  would 
provide  current  information  on  diversion  rates  as  they  change  every  year. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Sudeep  Rao  stated  that  he  was  happy  that  there  are  meetings  being  held  with 
the  PAC  and  CAC,  but  requested  that  the  Restoration  Advisory  Board  (RAB)  to  the  Shipyard  also  be 
included  in  discussions  as  they  are  actively  dealing  with  the  shipyard.  Mr.  Rao  reported  that  there  is 
another  effort  or  approach  to  dealing  with  transportation  at  the  shipyard  and  asked  to  see  additional 
data  on  the  transportation  plan.  Mr.  Rao  recommended  considering  a  ferry  terminal  to  bring  people 
into  the  stadium  to  address  traffic  concerns.  Ms.  Bohee  reported  that  they  are  working  with  the  City  on 
establishing  a  robust  transportation  plan  and  it  does  include  a  ferry  terminal  for  every  day,  not  just 
game  day.  Ms.  Bohee  discussed  plans  for  extending  MUNI  bus  service  into  the  site,  the  Bus  Rapid 
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Transit,  establishing  Cal  Train  and  Balboa  Bart  connections,  as  well  as  additional  plans  that  would  be 
brought  back  to  the  Committee  for  discussion  at  a  future  date.  Ms.  Bohee  stated  that  there  are  a  lot  of 
members  on  the  PAC  and  CAC  that  are  members  of  the  RAB,  but  would  make  an  effort  to  be  more 
inclusive  of  the  RAB  in  the  future. 

5.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  Chair  Wald  announced  that  the  National  Resource  Defense  Council 
(NRDC)  is  signing  up  to  be  a  City  green  business  and  as  part  of  the  sign-up,  an  emergency  ride  home 
service  is  required.  Chair  Wald  commended  the  emergency  ride  home  program  and  stated  that  more 
people  should  be  made  aware  of  it  even  if  they  aren't  green  businesses.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  reported 
that  the  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  annual  picnic  is  on  Saturday,  August  23  at  El  Polin  Springs,  the 
Presidio,  and  the  focus  would  be  on  ecology  of  Tennessee  Hollow. 

6.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion).  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  discussed  future  agenda 
items  that  include  (1)  a  report  on  the  Yerba  Buena  Island  Habitat  Management  Plan-Ms.  Fish  reported 
that  Ms.  Kass  has  scheduled  this  item  for  the  September  23  Commission  Meeting;  (2)  continuing 
updates  on  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard,  Candlestick  Point  project;  and  (3)  discussion  on  the  Better 
Streets  Plan.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  Commissioner  Martin  indicated  an  interest  in 
commenting  on  the  lighting  portion  in  relationship  to  protecting  dark  skies,  and  other  aspects  would  be 
appropriate  for  comment,  e.g.  stormwater  management.  Ms.  Bohee  requested  guidance  or  direction 
from  the  Department  on  the  Better  Streets  Plan  as  it  relates  to  light  pollution  and  stormwater 
management  in  order  to  incorporate  them  into  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  Candlestick  Point  Plan. 

Chair  Wald  requested  an  update  on  the  Urban  Forestry  Council.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended 
that  this  topic  focus  on  Mr.  Grossman's  concern  on  the  lack  of  care  for  street  trees.  Deputy  Director 
Assmann  suggested  that  an  update  be  given  on  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's  Annual  Report  that  is 
currently  being  worked  on.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  suggested  that  the  Committee  discuss  the  AB32 
process  when  a  final  scoping  plan  is  issued.  It  was  explained  that  the  state  has  issued  a  Draft  Scoping 
Plan,  and  the  comment  period  has  just  ended.  A  final  scoping  plan  is  scheduled  for  issuance  in  the  fall, 
but  the  date  may  change.  It  was  reported  that  the  Department  has  submitted  comments  on  the  draft 
scoping  plan  as  a  department  and  as  part  of  Green  Cities  in  conjunction  with  all  of  the  other  large  cities 
in  the  state.  Chair  Wald  recommended  that  a  representative  from  the  Air  Resources  Board  be  asked  to 
comment  at  the  meeting.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  suggested  inviting  a  Green  Cities  representative  to 
speak.  Ms.  Fish  reported  that  the  Marine  Protected  Area  item  is  scheduled  for  the  September  meeting. 
Ms.  Bohee  reported  that  another  presentation  would  be  given  to  the  Committee  in  October,  if  not  in 
September. 

7.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

8.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:03  p.m. 
Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary;  TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 
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**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the 
hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=61 005,  (3)  by  clicking 
on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  41 5-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at 
Monica. Fish(5)sfqov. org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  Explanatory  documents  that  are  received  after  posting  of  this  agenda  are 
available  on  the  website  or  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  the  contact  information  listed  above. 

Approved:  September  8,  2008 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
POLICY  COMMITTEE 


09-04-08A08: 14  RCVD 


NOTICE  OF  REGULAR  MEETING  AND  AGENDA 
Monday,  September  8,  2008,  5:00  P.M. 
City  Hall,  Room  421 
One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 


SAN  FRANCISCO 


SEP  -  h  2008 


PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

DMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice  Chair),  Jane 
arieFrancis  Martin 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1 .  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  August  18,  2008  Policy  Committee  Rescheduled  Meeting.  (Discussion 
and  Action)  (Explanatory  Document:  August  18,  2008  Draft  Minutes) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

4.  Resolution  supporting  the  "Integrated  Preferred  Alternative"  Marine  Protected  Area  (MPA) 
Network  for  the  North  Central  Coast  of  California  for  recommendation  to  the  Commission  on  the 
Environment.  (Discussion  and  Action)  (Explanatory  Documents:  Draft  Resolution  File  2008-1 5-COE 
and  Supporting  Documentation)  Sponsor:  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld;  Speaker:  Mr.  Keith  Weissglass, 
Pacific  Outreach  Coordinator,  Ocean  Conservancy 

5.  Department  Update  on  Urban  Forest  Activities.  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion)  (Explanatory 
Document:  Urban  Forestry  Council  Annual  Report)  Sponsor:  Chair  Johanna  Wald;  Staff  Speaker:  Ms. 
Mei  Ling  Hui,  Urban  Forestry  Council  Coordinator 

6.  Urban  Environmental  Accord  Action  16:  Every  year,  identify  one  product,  chemical,  or  compound 
that  is  used  within  the  city  that  represents  the  greatest  risk  to  human  health  and  adopt  a  law  and 
provide  incentives  to  reduce  or  eliminate  its  use  by  the  municipal  government.  Resolution  for  urging 
the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  Urge  Local  Hospitals  and  Retailers  to  Help  Reduce 
Infant  Exposure  to  Bisphenol  A  (BPA)  by  Voluntarily  Banning  the  Distribution  or  Sale  of  Baby 
Bottles  Containing  BPA  for  recommendation  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment. 
(Explanatory  Document:  Resolution  File  No.  2008-1 6-COE)  (Discussion  and  Action)  Sponsor:  Director 
Jared  Blumenfeld;  Staff  Speaker:  Ms.  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager 

7.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

10.  Adjournment. 


onica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

EL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
e  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  ,  (3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4) 
>on  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  41 5-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish@sfqov.orq  within  three 
isiness  days  of  a  meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda  have  been  distributed  to  the  Commission  Policy 
immittee  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are  available  for  public  inspection  at  the  Department  of  the 
ivironment,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  during  normal  office  hours  or  will  be  made  available  at  the  meeting  website 
k  Policy  Committee's  website  as  links  to  the  agenda  or  meeting  minutes  (by  item). 


Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 
may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 
by  the  public  will  exceed  1 5  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 
applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 

to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 ,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place, 
Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the 
Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and 
the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI 
accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenu 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent.to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall  b< 
4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meetin 
a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to 
make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (41 5)  554-6789  or  (41 5)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Jr.,  Sunshine  Task  Force 
Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724; 
Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf(5)sfqov.orq.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine 
Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfqov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  941 02;  telephone  (41 5)  252-31 00,  fax  (41 5)  252-31 12;  web  site  at  www.sfgov.org/ethics. 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 


NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin,  written  comments 
regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  1 1  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which  cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission 
Secretary  by  that  time,  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above.  When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please 
photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of 
handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary  and  the  public. 


Posted:  September  3,  2008 


FILE  NO.  2008-1 5-COE 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


[2008  Marine  Protected  Areas] 

Resolution  supporting  the  "Integrated  Preferred  Alternative"  Marine  Protected  Area 
(MPA)  network  for  the  North  Central  Coast  of  California 

WHEREAS.  The  San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment  recognizes  the 
importance  of  the  Pacific  Ocean  to  the  City's  economy,  public  health,  and  environment:  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Commission  also  recognizes  that  continued  and  enhanced  protection 
of  the  ocean  is  a  key  element  in  maintaining  quality  of  life  for  City  residents  and  attracting 
visitors  to  our  community;  and 

WHEREAS,  California  is  leading  the  nation  in  efforts  to  implement  pro-active  ocean 
protection  measures  including  establishment  of  a  statewide  network  of  marine  protected  areas 
under  the  Marine  Life  Protection  Act;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Marine  Life  Protection  Act  Initiative  represents  a  landmark  effort  to 
develop  a  science-based  network  of  ocean  protected  areas  based  on  extensive  stakeholder 
input  and  an  open  public  process;  and 

WHEREAS,  After  an  extensive  public  process,  the  Marine  Life  Protection  Act  Blue 
Ribbon  Task  Force  recommended  adoption  of  an  Integrated  Preferred  Alternative  Marine 
Protected  Area  Plan  that  has  high  ecological  and  conservation  value  at  very  low  estimated 
economic  cost;  now,  therefore  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  the  San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment  formally 
supports  the  Marine  Life  Protection  Act  and  the  Integrated  Preferred  Alternative  MPA  Plan 
recommended  by  the  Marine  Life  Protection  Act  Blue  Ribbon  Task  Force  on  April  23,  2008. 


Commission  on  the  Environment 


Page  1 


I  hereby  certify  that  this  Resolution  was  adopted  at  the  Commission  on  the  Environment's 
Meeting  on  XXX  XX,  2008. 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

VOTE: 
Ayes: 
Noes: 
Absent: 


Commission  on  the  Environment 
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TO: 


Monica  Fish 

San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment 


FROM: 


Keith  Weissglass 
Ocean  Conservancy 


DATE: 


August  12,  2008 


SUBJECT:     Resolution  Supporting  Marine  Protected  Areas 


Dear  Ms.  Fish, 

On  behalf  of  Ocean  Conservancy's  members  in  San  Francisco  and  the  community  at  large,  I  am 
writing  to  respectfully  request  the  Commission's  endorsement  of  a  proposed  Marine  Protected 
Area  (MPA)  network  to  protect  California's  North  Central  Coast. 

In  March  2005,  the  Commission  demonstrated  its  support  for  California's  Marine  Life  Protection 
Act  through  a  letter  of  support  (enclosed).  Three  years  later,  the  Commission  now  has  the 
chance  to  support  a  strong,  cross-interest  proposal  that  would  protect  ocean  wildlife  in  20%  of 
state  waters  off  of  San  Francisco's  coast. 

Please  find  attached  a  draft  resolution  for  your  consideration.  We  would  greatly  appreciate  the 
Commission's  continued  support  for  improved  conservation  of  the  Bay  Area's  marine 
environment. 

Sincerely, 

Keith  Weissglass 

Ocean  Conservancy 

kweissglass@oceanconservancy.org 

Ph.(415)830-3211 

116  New  Montgomery  St.  Suite  810 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 


Background 

The  Marine  Life  Protection  Act  (MLPA)  was  adopted  by  the  California  legislature  in  1999  and 
incorporated  into  the  state  Fish  and  Game  Code.  The  MLPA  established  both  substantive 
environmental  protection  goals  and  a  process  for  developing  a  statewide  network  of  marine 
protected  areas  in  California  waters.  The  goals  of  the  MLPA  are  to  improve  protection  of 
California's  marine  life  and  ocean  habitats. 

In  March  2005,  the  Commission  drafted  a  letter  supporting  the  MLPA  process  and  urging  the 
Initiative  staff  to  prioritize  protection  of  San  Francisco's  coast.  Since  that  time,  an  initial  phase 
of  new  MPAs  was  successfully  implemented  along  the  Central  Coast  between  Point  Conception 
and  Pigeon  Point  (in  September  2007)  and  a  second  phase  covering  the  area  between  Pigeon 
Point  and  Point  Arena  (referred  to  under  the  MLPA  process  as  the  "North  Central  Coast")  is  now 
being  considered  by  the  state  Fish  and  Game  Commission  (FGC).  The  FGC  is  expected  to 
adopt  the  North  Central  Coast  MPAs  in  early  2009. 


Over  the  past  year,  a  wide  variety  of  interested  stakeholders,  including  several  San  Francisco 
residents,  have  participated  in  the  new  MLPA  Initiative  serving  as  official  advisors  to  the  State. 
Based  on  the  input  of  these  stakeholders,  a  Governor  appointed  task  force  recently  developed  a 
recommended  MPA  network  for  consideration  by  the  FGC.  Titled  the  "Integrated  Preferred 
Alternative"  MPA  Network,  the  task  force  recommendations  would  significantly  expand 
protection  for  the  North  Central  Coast  while  leaving  important  fishing  grounds  unaffected.  The 
attached  resolution  would  voice  the  Commission's  support  for  this  effective  approach  to 
improving  protection  of  San  Francisco's  coast. 
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Environment 


GAVIN  NEWSOM 
Mayor 


JARED  BLUMENFELD 
Director 


larch  17,  2005 
foil  Isenberg 

hair,  MLPA  Blue  Ribbon  Task  Force 
!alifornia  Resources  Agency 
416  Ninth  St.,  Suite  1311 
acramento,  CA  95814 

)ear  Mr.  Isenberg  and  members  of  the  Task  Force, 

,ast  year  Governor  Schwarzenegger  made  a  strong  commitment  to  ocean  conservation  with  his  Ocean  Action 
'lan,  and  as  part  of  that  commitment  the  administration  created  the  Marine  Life  Protection  Act  Initiative  to 
mplement  this  1999  law.  We  applaud  the  dedicated  members  of  the  Task  Force  for  undertaking  this  vital 
oroject. 

V*e  understand  that  one  of  the  first  decision  before  the  Task  Force  is  the  selection  of  an  initial  study  area 
etween  Point  Arena  and  Point  Conception.  Although  the  Marine  Life  Protection  Act  will  eventually  be 
mplemented  state-wide,  the  state  has  decided  to  phase  in  regions  so  it  can  target  its  resources  effectively.  We 
ncourage  you  to  include  San  Francisco's  ocean  coastline  in  this  first  study  area,  as  well  as  the  coastline 
tretching  further  north,  to  Bodega  Bay.  As  the  most  populous  coastal  city  in  the  region,  we  not  only  have  an 
titerest  in  the  protection  and  sustainable  use  of  our  urban  coastline  but  we  also  have  many  residents  who 
outinely  travel  to  our  neighboring  coastal  counties  to  enjoy  the  ocean.  In  designing  a  system  of  marine 
irotected  areas  for  the  region,  it  is  essential  to  consider  the  human  connections  along  the  Central  Coast  as  well 
is  the  biological  and  ecological  connections. 

Fhe  state  has  made  the  MLPA  Initiative  a  priority.  We  urge  you  to  take  advantage  of  the  attention  and  study  the 
argest  possible  area  now,  thus  offering  the  most  benefits  to  the  greatest  number  of  people  and  ocean  resources, 
rhe  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  share  a  concern  for  the  future  of  our  underwater  wildlife  and  habitats  and 
ve  look  forward  to  working  with  you  as  the  Initiative  progresses. 


Sincerely, 


fared  Blumenfeld 
Director 


June  4,  2008 


California  Fish  and  Game  Commission 
1416  Ninth  Street 
P.O.  Box  944209 
Sacramento,  CA  94244-2090 

fgc@fgc.ca.gov 

RE:  MLPA  Blue  Ribbon  Task  Force  Integrated  Preferred  Alternative 

Dear  Members  of  the  California  Fish  and  Game  Commission: 

As  members  of  the  Regional  Stakeholder  Group  (RSG)  for  the  North  Central  Coast  region,  we 
worked  diligently  over  the  last  year  to  collect  and  share  information  and  negotiate  marine 
protected  area  (MP A)  network  designs  that  meet  the  Science  Advisory  Team  guidelines  and 
balance  economic  impacts. 

Additionally,  in  accordance  with  the  Blue  Ribbon  Task  Force's  (BRTF)  guidance  for  cross- 
interest  support,  we  worked  across  interests  to  create  an  MP  A  network  proposal  that  enjoyed 
broad  stakeholder  support. 

Although  we  were  unable  to  come  to  agreement  as  an  RSG  on  a  single  alternative,  we  produced 
three  alternative  proposals  for  the  BRTF.  We  write  now  to  acknowledge  that,  while  none  of  us 
got  everything  we  wanted  in  an  MPA  network,  the  BRTF's  "Integrated  Preferred  Alternative" 
draws  on  all  three  RSG  proposals  and  is  a  network  with  which  we  can  live. 

For  this  reason,  we  encourage  you  to  approve  the  Blue  Ribbon  Task  Force's  Integrated 
Preferred  Alternative  without  any  further  changes. 

Signed, 

Rick  Johnson,  docent  and  trip  leader  (Proposal  1-3  co-lead) 

Tom  Baty,  recreational  fisherman  (Proposal  1-3  co-lead) 

Samantha  Murray,  Ocean  Conservancy  (Proposal  1-3  co-lead) 

Josh  Churchman,  commercial  fisherman 

Ellen  Faurot-Daniels,  California  Coastal  Commission  staff 

Neal  Desai,  National  Parks  Conservation  Association 

Dr.  Henry  Fastenau,  diving  and  boating  safety  officer,  Bodega  Marine  Lab 

Jay  Yokomizo,  commercial  passenger  fishing  vessel  operator 

Francesca  Koe,  dive  instructor 

Dave  Schaub,  California  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation 

Nick  Tipon,  Federated  Indians  of  Graton 

Bob  Breen,  former  Manager  of  Fitzgerald  Marine  Reserve 

Cassidy  Teufel,  California  Coastal  Commission  staff 

Patricia  King,  marine  mammal  and  seabird  docent 

Craig  Merrilees,  recreational  fisherman 

Christopher  Chin,  Center  for  Oceanic  Awareness,  Research  and  Education 
John  Mellor,  commercial  fisherman 

Craig  Swolgaard,  California  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation 
Tom  Mattusch,  commercial  passenger  fishing  vessel  operator 
Kellyx  Nelson,  San  Mateo  County  Resource  Conservation  District 
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California  Marine  Life  Protection  Act  Initiative 
Blue  Ribbon  Task  Force 


MEMORANDUM 


n  Golding,  Chair 
folding  Group,  Inc. 

itn  Anderson 

Irec  Marina  Management,  Inc. 
Benninghoven 

i  oe  of  California  Cities  (retired) 

;  Caldwell 

I  ford  Law  School 

y  Reheis-Boyd 

lern  States  Petroleum  Association 


To:  California  Fish  and  Game  Commission 

From:       MLPA  Blue  Ribbon  Task  Force 

Subject:    Integrated  Preferred  Alternative  marine  protected  area 
proposal  for  the  MLPA  North  Central  Coast  Study 
Region 

Date:        June  5,  2008 


Wiseman,  Executive  Director 


Summary 


The  purpose  of  this  memorandum  is  to  summarize  the  work  and 
outcomes  of  the  deliberations  of  the  California  Marine  Life  Protection 
Act  (MLPA)  Blue  Ribbon  Task  Force  (BRTF)  for  the  North  Central 
Coastal  Study  Region  of  the  MLPA  Initiative.  This  information  will  also 
support  the  BRTF  presentation  to  the  California  Fish  and  Game 
Commission  at  the  June  1 1 ,  2008  joint  meeting  in  Sacramento, 
California  by  providing  background  information  and  rationale  to  support 
the  BRTF's  recommendation  that  the  commission  adopt  the  Integrated 
Preferred  Alternative  as  the  preferred  alternative  MPA  proposal  in  the 
MLPA  North  Central  Coast  Study  Region. 

Consistent  with  the  BRTF's  guidance  on  March  19,  2008,  the  MLPA 
North  Central  Coast  Regional  Stakeholder  Group  (NCCRSG) 
successfully  completed  all  elements  of  its  charge,  including  generating 
no  more  than  three  marine  protected  area  (MPA)  proposals  for  the 
MLPA  North  Central  Coast  Study  Region.  The  NCCRSG  MPA 
proposals  represented  the  culmination  of  months  of  intensive  design, 
evaluation,  facilitated  negotiation  among  the  stakeholders,  and  proposal 
refinement.  The  three  NCCRSG  MPA  proposals  (1-3,  2-XA  and  4)  were 
refined  based  on  input  from  the  MLPA  Master  Plan  Science  Advisory 
Team  (SAT)  evaluations,  MLPA  Initiative  staff  evaluations,  California 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  feedback  and  analyses,  and  extensive 
public  comment. 


fornia  Resources  Agency 
8  Ninth  Street,  Suite  1311 
ramento,  CA  95814 
653.5656  phone 
653.8102  facsimile 
v.df  g .  ca .  gov/m  rd/mlpa 


The  three  NCCRSG  MPA  proposals  were  forwarded  to  the  BRTF  for 
review  and  consideration  at  its  April  22-23,  2008  meeting.  The  BRTF 
deliberated  and  took  the  following  three  actions  during  that  meeting: 

1 .  Recognizing  that  all  three  NCCRSG  MPA  proposals  generally 
met  the  science  guidelines  of  the  master  plan  for  MPAs,  and  to 
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a  large  extent  avoided  socioeconomic  impacts,  the  BRTF  members  unanimously  voted 
to  forward  all  three  NCCRSG  MPA  proposals,  as  well  as  the  no-action  alternative 
(Proposal  0,  existing  MPAs)  to  the  California  Fish  and  Game  Commission  for  its  review 
and  consideration. 

2.  The  BRTF  gave  the  NCCRSG  MPA  proposal  groups  the  opportunity  to  harmonize  their 
MPAs'  goals  and  objectives  with  the  proposed  regulations  using  the  California 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  guidance.  In  addition,  two  small  boundary  changes  were 
made  to  correct  staff  errors  in  capturing  the  original  intent  of  MPAs  proposed  in 
Proposal  2-XA. 

3.  The  BRTF  created  the  Integrated  Preferred  Alternative  proposal  for  the  MLPA  North 
Central  Coast  Study  Region  by  selecting,  and  in  some  cases  slightly  modifying,  MPAs 
from  each  of  the  three  MPA  proposals  generated  by  the  NCCRSG.  The  BRTF  created  a 
single  preferred  alternative  intended  to  meet  scientific  guidelines  and  achieve  the  goals 
of  the  MLPA,  while  also  bridging  some  of  the  remaining  areas  of  divergence  among  the 
stakeholder  proposals.  The  BRTF  recommends  that  the  Integrated  Preferred  Alternative 
MPA  proposal  be  the  preferred  alternative  for  the  North  Central  Coast  Study  Region. 

Overview  of  the  Recommended  Integrated  Preferred  Alternative 

The  BRTF  members  developed  a  consensus  recommendation  for  MPAs  in  the  North  Central 
Coast  Study  Region,  the  Integrated  Preferred  Alternative;  this  MPA  proposal  is  derived  directly 
from  the  NCCRSG  proposals,  with  the  intent  of  bridging  some  of  the  gaps  among  Proposals  1- 
3,  2-XA  and  4.  This  recommendation  represents  extensive  study  and  deliberation,  many  hours 
of  input  from  the  NCCRSG  members,  and  useful  exchange  between  the  members  of  the 
NCCRSG  and  the  BRTF.  The  BRTF  recommends  the  Integrated  Preferred  Alternative  MPA 
proposal  to  the  California  Fish  and  Game  Commission. 

The  process  of  integrating  the  NCCRSG  MPA  proposals  and  creating  the  Integrated  Preferred 
Alternative  was  facilitated  by  both  the  structure  and  organization  of  the  NCCRSG,  the  hard 
work  and  commitment  of  the  NCCRSG  members  and  many  members  of  the  public,  and  by  the 
strikingly  high  degree  of  geographic  convergence  achieved  among  the  three  NCCRSG 
proposals — even  before  the  final  BRTF  deliberations. 

The  NCCRSG  is  to  be  commended  for  generating  a  broad  set  of  Round  1  proposals  (6  internal 
options  and  4  draft  external  proposals  in  October  2007),  then  refining  those  proposals  based 
on  science  guidance  and  close  review  of  the  Ecotrust  analysis  of  socioeconomic  impacts,  to  a 
more  focused  set  of  five  draft  proposals  in  Round  2  (in  December  2007).  Finally,  consistent 
with  guidance  given  by  the  BRTF,  and  in  recognition  of  the  need  to  forward  a  bounded  set  of 
options  to  the  California  Fish  and  Game  Commission,  the  NCCRSG  succeeded  in  forwarding 
three  MPA  proposals  in  Round  3  (in  April  2008)  for  BRTF  consideration  and  deliberation. 

The  BRTF  gave  considerable  guidance  to  the  NCCRSG  in  arriving  at  this  milestone.  The 
BRTF  asked  the  NCCRSG  to  give  substantial  weight  to  the  science  guidelines;  to  build 
proposals  around  a  backbone  of  marine  reserves  and  emphasize  preferred  size  MPA  clusters; 
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to  strive  for  broad  cross-interest  involvement  and  support  in  drafting  and  reviewing  proposals; 
to  minimize,  where  possible,  significant  socioeconomic  impacts  to  fisheries,  ports,  and 
communities;  to  seriously  consider  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game's  feasibility 
criteria;  and  finally  to  give  careful  consideration  to  the  broad  range  of  public  and  stakeholder 
comments  submitted  verbally  and  in  writing.  The  BRTF  also  asked  the  NCCRSG  to  sparingly 
consider  special  closures,  as  needed,  to  protect  sensitive  bird  and  mammal  populations. 

The  NCCRSG  worked  very  hard  to  take  all  this  advice  into  account  as  the  members  crafted 
their  final  MPA  proposals.  The  BRTF  then  created  a  single  preferred  alternative  intended  to 
meet  science  guidelines,  achieve  the  goals  of  the  MLPA,  and  address  feasibility  issues 
identified  by  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  while  also  bridging  some  of  the 
remaining  areas  of  divergence  and  making  a  final  set  of  tradeoffs  among  the  NCCRSG 
proposals. 

The  Integrated  Preferred  Alternative  MPA  proposal  includes  a  total  of  22  marine  protected 
areas  (MPAs),  with  1 1  state  marine  reserves  (SMR),  9  state  marine  conservation  areas 
(SMCA),  and  2  state  marine  parks  (SMP).  There  are  also  2  state  marine  recreational 
management  areas  (SMRMAs)  and  6  special  closures  included  in  the  recommendation.  The 
Integrated  Preferred  Alternative  is  comparable  to  the  final  stakeholder  proposals  in  numbers  of 
MPAs  and  area  of  the  study  region  included  in  proposed  MPAs  (Table  1). 


Table  1.  Comparison  of  MLPA  North  Central  Coast  Existing  MPAs,  Regional  Stakeholder  Group 
MPA  Proposals  (1-3,  2-XA  4),  and  the  Integrated  Preferred  Alternative  (IPA) 


Area  Type  /  Proposal 

0  (Existing) 

1-3 

2-XA 

4 

IPA 

Marine  Protected  Area  (MPA)1 

State  Marine  Reserve 

1  (<1%) 

12(11%) 

9  (9%) 

15(14%) 

11  (11%) 

State  Marine  Conservation  Area 

10(3%) 

10(10%) 

8  (9%) 

12(13%) 

9  (8%) 

State  Marine  Park 

2(<1%) 

1  (<1%) 

1  (<1%) 

1  (<1%) 

2(1%) 

Total  MPAs 

13  (4%) 

23  (22%) 

18(18%) 

28  (27%) 

22  (20%) 

State  Marine  Recreational  Management  Area  (SMRMA) 

State  Marine  Recreational 

Management  Area 

0(0%) 

0  (0%) 

3  (<1%) 

0  (0%) 

2(<1%) 

Special  Closures 

Special  Closures^ 

0  (0%) 

7(<1%) 

5(<1%) 

7(<1%) 

6(<1%) 

Note:    These  are  proposed  MPA  designations,  NOT  levels  of  protection  assigned  by  the  MLPA  Master  Plan 
Science  Advisory  Team 

2  Note:    The  size  guidelines  do  not  apply  to  special  closures.  Therefore,  special  closure  shapes  were  specifically  designed 
to  address  local  concerns  for  birds  and/or  mammals.  As  a  result,  special  closures  occupy  a  negligible  percentage 
of  the  study  region 


In  approximately  half  of  the  geographies  where  the  Integrated  Preferred  Alternative  includes 
an  MPA,  the  boundaries  and  corresponding  regulations  are  either  very  similar  or  identical  to  all 
three  stakeholder  proposals.  In  three  locations,  the  Integrated  Preferred  Alternative  does  not 
include  an  MPA  where  one  or  more  of  the  stakeholder  proposals  proposed  an  MPA;  the 
southern  part  of  Tomales  Bay,  the  northern  part  of  Duxbury  reef,  and  the  area  adjacent  to  San 
Gregorio  State  Beach. 
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More  details  about  the  specific  MPAs  in  the  Integrated  Preferred  Alternative,  the  fate  of 
existing  MPAs,  and  special  closures,  is  attached  as  an  appendix. 

We  hope  you  find  this  information  helpful. 

cc:  Secretary  Mike  Chrisman,  California  Resources  Agency 

Director  Donald  Koch,  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
Attachment:  Appendix 

Enclosures:  North  Central  Coast  Recommendations  Transmission  Binder  1 
North  Central  Coast  Recommendations  Transmission  Binder  2 
North  Central  Coast  Recommendations  Transmission  Binder  3 
North  Central  Coast  Recommendations  Transmission  Binder  4 


Marine  Protected  Areas  on  the  North  Central  Coast 


Leading  the  Nation 

With  ocean  health  around  the  world  in  serious  decline, 
California  is  leading  the  nation  by  taking  steps  to 
protect  and  restore  coastal  wildlife  and  habitats. 

California's  Marine  Life  Protection  Act  (MLPA), 
requires  establishment  of  a  statewide  network  of 
Marine  Protected  Areas  (MPAs)  —  "undersea 
Yosemites"  where  wildlife  and  habitat  are 
protected,  much  like  our  national  parks  on  land. 
Today,  a  diverse  group  of  scientists,  conservationists, 
fishermen,  and  community  leaders  are  working  to 
implement  the  MLPA  and  protect  our  ocean  heritage 
for  future  generations. 

The  Marine  Life  Protection  Act  (MLPA) 

In  1999,  California  adopted  the  Marine  Life  Protec- 
tion Act,  establishing  the  United  States'  first  state  law 
requiring  a  comprehensive,  science-based  network 


of  Marine  Protected  Areas.  Unlike  traditional  single- 
species  management,  Marine  Protected  Areas  focus 
on  overall  ecosystem  protection  to  foster  healthy 
habitats  and  natural  diversity. 

To  implement  this  historic  law,  the  state  created  the 
MLPA  Initiative.  A  high-level  team  of  policy  advisors 
(the  MLPA  Blue  Ribbon  Task  Force)  as  well  as  stake- 
holder and  scientific  advisory  groups  ensure  that  the 
process  uses  the  best  science  and  an  unprecedented 
level  of  public  participation. 

The  MLPA  Initiative  established  a  plan  to  create 
California's  statewide  MPA  network  by  2on  in 
several  steps.  The  initial  (Central  Coast)  step  was 
successfully  completed  in  September  2007.  The 
second  (North  Central  Coast)  step  is  currently  under- 
way, and  the  third  (South  Coast)  step  will  begin  in  the 
summer  of  2008.  A  series  of  MPAs  was  also  adopted 
in  the  northern  Channel  Islands  near  Santa  Barbara 
in  2003. 


North  Central  Coast 
Marine  Protected  Areas 

On  April  23,  2008,  the  MLPA  Blue  Ribbon  Task 
Force  completed  a  year-long  stakeholder  and 
scientific  review  process  and  unanimously 
recommended  an  MPA  network  for  California's 
North  Central  Coast. 

The  Task  Force  proposed  a  compromise  MPA 
network,  based  on  a  "middle-ground"  proposal 
developed  by  a  diverse  group  including  fishermen 
and  conservation  leaders.  This  compromise  plan 
integrated  MPA  ideas  developed  by  many  stake- 
holders and  reflects  significant  concessions  to  fish- 
ing interests.  Yet  it  also  includes  strong  protection 
for  many  important  ecological  areas  such  as  the 
Stewart's  Point  area  along  the  Sonoma  Coast,  the 
Point  Reyes  Headlands,  and  the  Farallon  Islands. 
The  proposed  MPA  plan  includes  20  percent 
(155  square  miles)  of  the  North  Central  Coast 
region  in  MPAs  and  will  fully  protect  wildlife  and 
habitat  in  11  percent  (86  square  miles)  of  the 
region's  coastal  waters. 


The  Recommended  Plan:  By  the  Numbers 


Photo  by  Marc  Shargel 


Special  Places  Protected 

Here  are  just  a  few  of  the  North  Central  Coast's  critical  habitats  and  iconic  places 
protected  by  the  recommended  MPA  plan: 


POINT  REYES 

The  spectacular  and  biologically  diverse  Point  Reyes 
peninsula  features  45  percent  of  North  American  bird 
species  and  almost  18  percent  of  California's  plant 
species,  including  23  threatened  and  endangered  spe- 
cies. This  coastal  habitat  is  home  to  vermilion  and 
widow  rockfish,  seals,  California  sea  lions,  and  northern 
elephant  seals.  Nearby  Drakes  Estero  holds  as  much 
as  seven  percent  of  the  state's  total  eelgrass  beds  and 
is  an  important  home  for  countless  marine  species, 
including  leopard  sharks  and  California  bat  rays. 

FARALLON  ISLANDS 

Just  28  miles  off  the  coast  of  San  Francisco,  the 
Farallon  Islands  support  the  largest  concentration  of 
breeding  seabirds  in  the  lower  48  states.  In  total,  more 
than  300,000  birds  nest  at  the  islands.  Humpback  and 
gray  whales  and  northern  fur  seals  swim  the  frigid 
waters  off  the  Farallones  along  with  yellow-eye  and 
canary  rockfish  and  cow  cod.  This  attracts  one  of  the 
largest  congregations  of  white  sharks  in  the  world. 


THE  SONOMA  COAST 

The  Sonoma  Coast  is  defined  by  long,  sandy  beaches 
extending  for  miles  beneath  overhanging  rocky  bluffs, 
peppered  with  natural  arches  and  secluded  coves. 
Places  like  Horseshoe  Cove,  Salt  Point,  the  mouth 
of  the  Russian  River,  and  Bodega  Head  host  myriad 
species  offish,  from  cabezon  and  lingcod  to  coho  and 
chinook  salmon.  Beachgoers  encounter  giant  green 
anemones  and  purple  sea  stars  as  they  explore  tide 
pools,  while  birders  can  spot  marbled  godwits,  willets, 
and  brown  pelicans. 

FITZGERALD 

Moss  Beach  at  Fitzgerald  Marine  Reserve  is  a  hotspot 
of  intertidal  biodiversity.  The  rich  and  varied  tide  pools 
contain  a  remarkable  assortment  of  mussels,  bar- 
nacles, nudibranchs,  sea  stars,  and  crabs.  Shale  reefs 
provide  homes  for  hundreds  of  species  of  marine  life, 
including  six  native  species  found  nowhere  else  in  the 
world. 


For  the  latest  news,  visit  www.CalOceans.org 


www.CaIOceans.on 


j  To  endorse  the  compromise  plan, 

|  visit:  www.caloceans.org/endorse 

To  attend  a  Fish  and  Game 

I  Commission  meeting,  visit 

\  www.caloceans.org/attend 

j  or  view  the  Commission  schedule  at 

j  wwwfgc.ca.gov/meetings/2008/ 

j  20o8mtgs.asp 

\  To  send  your  comments  to  the 

{  Fish  and  Game  Commission,  email 

|  fgc@fgc.ca.gov  or  send  a  letter  to: 

I  California  Fish  and 

I  Game  Commission 

|  P.O.  Box  944209 

!  Sacramento,  CA  94244 


FOR  MORE  INFORMATION: 

North  Central  Coast 
Samantha  Murray 
(415)  830-3217 

smurray@oceanconservancy.org 

Central  Coast 
Kaitilin  Gaffney 
(831)  425-1363 

kgafmey@oceanconservancy.org 

South  Coast 
Greg  Helms 
(805)  687-2322 

ghelms@oceanconservancy.org 


ON  THE  WEB: 

CalOceans  coalition 
www.caloceans.org 

Ocean  Conservancy 
www.oceanconservancy.org/CA 

Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/mlpa 


On  june  n,  2008,  the  California  Fish  and  Game  Commission 
adopted  the  MLPA  Blue  Ribbon  Task  Force's  proposed  MPA  plan  as 
its  "preferred  alternative"  for  environmental  review  purposes  and 
directed  further  analysis  of  the  compromise  plan  as  well  as  three  MPA 
proposals  developed  by  stakeholders.  Final  adoption  of  the  North 
Central  Coast  MPAs  is  expected  to  occur  in  late  2008  or  early  2009. 


You  can  support  California's  new  MPAs  by  sending  a  letter  to  your 
local  paper  and/or  the  Fish  and  Game  Commission.  Encourage  them 
to  adopt  the  compromise  MPA  plan  with  no  further  cuts  to  the 
North  Central  Coast's  proposed  MPAs. 


Point  Arena 

Sea  Lion  Cove 
Saunders  Reef 


Governor's  Blue  Ribbon  Task  Force  —  Preferred  Alternative  I 
Recommended  to  CA  Fish  &  Came  Commission  on  April  23, 2008  j 


Del  Mar  Landing 
Stewarts  Point 

Salt  Point 


Gerstle  Cove 


Russian  River 


Bodega  Head 


Estero  Americano 
Estero  de  San  Antonio 


Point  Reyes  Headlands 


Duxbury 


Farailon  Inlands 


□ 


Fitzgerald  I      „  ;, 

State  Marine  Conservation  Area 
State  Marine  Park 
State  Marine  Reserve 

State  Marine  Recreational  Management  Area 
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This  marine  protected  area  (MPA)  proposal  was  unanimously  selected  on  April  23,  2008 
oy  the  MLPA  Blue  Ribbon  Task  Force  (BRTF)  as  its  preferred  alternative  and  is  being 
submitted  to  the  California  Fish  and  Game  Commission  (CFGC)  for  consideration.  This 
proposal  integrates  elements  from  three  proposals  developed  by  the  North  Central  Coast 
Regional  Stakeholder  Group  (NCCSRG)  (proposals  1-3,  2-XA,  and  4).  These  NCCRSG 
proposals  will  also  be  forwarded  in  their  entirety  to  the  CFGC  for  consideration.  Further 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL 

ANNUAL  REPORT.  SEPTEMBER  2008 

Submitted  to  Mayor  Gavin  Newsom  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors 

by  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  pursuant  to  San  Francisco  Administrative 

Code  Article  XXIII,  Section  5.238 

Executive  Summary 

This  report  of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  provides  the  Mayor  and  Board  of  Supervisors  with 
information  on  the  state  of  San  Francisco's  urban  forest.  Included  is  information  on  overall  urban 
forest  structure,  overall  urban  forest  value,  street  tree  structure,  street  tree  function  and  value, 
current  management  structure,  and  opportunities  for  improving  our  urban  forest. 

The  Urban  Forestry  Council  is  making  significant  inroads  to  the  historic  areas  of  concern  faced 
by  San  Francisco's  urban  forest,  though  many  issues  remain  which  need  to  be  addressed.  Most 
significantly,  of  the  organizations  that  participated  in  the  research  for  this  report,  the  majority 
stated  their  number  one  challenge  is  an  ongoing  lack  of  adequate  and  consistent  funding  and 
staffing.  Many  cited  concerns  regarding  the  health  and  safety  of  trees  under  their  jurisdictional 
management  and  lack  of  ability  to  address  these  concerns  due  to  funding  and  staffing  issues. 
The  single  city  agency  reporting  adequate  resources  does  not  manage  any  trees  within  the 
physical  boundaries  of  San  Francisco  proper. 

There  are  approximately  700,000  trees  in  San  Francisco.  The  most  recent  major  report 
estimates  the  benefits  provided  by  our  urban  forest  to  be  worth  $103,475,877,  with  the  greatest 
benefits  derived  from  property  value  and  hydrology-related  issues.  Hydrological  benefits  alone 
are  worth  an  estimated  $4,444,309.  The  Bureau  of  Urban  Forestry  (BUF)  maintained  a  log  of 
trees  planted  from  Arbor  Day  2007-Arbor  Day  2008  that  shows  5167  new  trees  planted  this  year, 
which  exceeds  Mayor  Gavin  Newsom's  goal  of  planting  5,000  trees  this  year.  See  Appendix  I 
chart  for  planting  numbers  related  to  Mayor  Newsom's  "Trees  for  Tomorrow"  program. 

While  San  Francisco's  estimated  106,000  street  trees  are  on  par  with  the  statewide  street  tree 
average,  there  are  many  opportunities  to  increase  the  resource  extent.  With  approximately 
120,000  tree-planting  sites  available,  San  Francisco  streets  remain  47%  unplanted.  The  most 
recent  report  on  our  city's  street  trees  found  that  of  these  sites,  affluent  neighborhoods  have  an 
average  rate  of  28%  empty  sites,  while  underserved  neighborhoods  typically  see  empty  rates  of 
up  to  74%.  This  inconsistent  distribution  of  the  urban  forest  is  an  important  environmental  justice 
issue.  Recent  tree  planting  efforts  have  focused  on  these  areas  but  more  work  and  resources 
clearly  must  be  allocated.  Of  the  5167  planted  trees,  4280  are  street  trees.  See  Appendix  II  for 
this  year's  total  recorded  planting  numbers.  For  this  report,  SFUSD  reported  planting  500  trees, 
which  were  not  included  in  the  previously  noted  total,  as  these  numbers  were  not  reported  to 
BUF.  There  may  have  been  additional  plantings  that  were  not  reported.  While  the  Mayor's  goal 
was  met,  the  street  tree  count  falls  short  of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's  Street  Tree  Action  Plan 
of  5,000  new  street  trees  annually. 

The  Urban  Forestry  Council  adopted  an  Urban  Forest  Master  Plan  for  the  City  in  2005;  it  was 
adopted  as  a  living  document  to  allow  for  adaptations  as  the  conditions  of  our  urban  forest 
change.  This  plan  provides  city  departments,  nonprofits,  and  other  urban  forest  managers  with 
an  in-depth  picture  of  the  size,  health,  stability  and  threats  to  San  Francisco's  urban  forest.  This 
plan  is  currently  being  expanded  upon  by  the  Planning  Department  with  an  expected  completion 
of  early  2009.  At  this  time,  the  plan  does  not  intend  to  include  planning  guidelines  for  Recreation 
and  Parks  Department  land. 

A  follow  up  report  may  be  sent  for  agencies  and  organizations  that  did  not  meet  the  deadline  for 
inclusion  in  this  report. 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL 
ANNUAL  REPORT,  SEPTEMBER  2008 

The  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  is  a  vibrant  region  that  will  continue  to  grow.  As  it 
grows  it  should  also  continue  to  invest  in  its  tree  canopy.  This  is  no  easy  task, 
given  financial  constraints  and  the  trends  towards  higher  density  development 
that  may  put  space  for  trees  at  a  premium.  The  challenge  ahead  is  to  better 
integrate  the  green  infrastructure  with  the  gray  infrastructure  by  increasing 
tree  planting,  providing  adequate  space  for  trees,  adopting  realistic  tree 
canopy  coverage  targets,  and  developing  strategies,  plans,  programs,  and 
municipal  assessments  to  maximize  net  benefits  over  the  long  term,  thereby 
perpetuating  a  resource  that  is  both  functional  and  sustainable.1 

While  current  policies  and  programs  are  making  inroads  to  the  difficulties  faced  by  San 
Francisco's  urban  forest,  stakeholders  continue  to  contend  with  many  challenges.  The 
management  of  trees,  including  raising"  funds  for  tree  programs,  is  been  split  among  various 
city,  state,  and  federal  agencies,  non-profit  groups,  and  private  property  owners.  The  result 
is  an  inconsistent  tree  care  system  and  the  historical  absence  of  any  comprehensive 
planning  for  a  sustainable  urban  ecosystem.  Acknowledgement  of  the  need  for 
collaborative  plans  motivated  the  completion  and  adoption  of  the  existing  Urban  Forest  Plan, 
which  in  turn  prompted  the  two  urban  forest  planning  efforts  that  are  underway.  The 
Planning  Department  is  adapting  and  expanding  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  that  was  adopted  by 
the  Urban  Forestry  Council  in  2006.  The  Planning  Department's  Urban  Forest  Plan  does  not 
intend  to  address  the  estimated  100,000  trees  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Recreation  and 
Parks  Department. 

Mayor  Gavin  Newsom's  continuing  support  of  a  five-year  citywide  effort  to  increase  tree 
planting  to  5,000  trees  per  year  for  a  total  of  25,000  trees,  along  with  the  adoption  of 
Pruning  Standards  for  public  trees  and  adoption  of  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance,  has 
helped  to  increase  partnering  among  urban  forest  stakeholders.  However,  an  ongoing  lack 
of  coordination  and  funding  among  urban  forestry  groups  has  resulted  in  limited  public 
involvement  with  trees  and  enforcement  of  existing  laws.  Consequently,  the  benefits  of  the 
urban  forest  are  still  not  apparent  to  all  our  citizens. 

The  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  passed  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  Ordinance  in 
2001  to  create  an  advisory  and  educational  council,  whose  purpose  is  to  guide  the 
stewardship  of  San  Francisco's  trees  by  promoting  a  healthy  and  sustainable  urban  forest 
that  benefits  all  San  Franciscans  while  ensuring  public  health  and  safety. 

As  outlined  in  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  Ordinance,  the  Council  is  charged  with: 

•  Development  and  adoption  of  a  comprehensive  urban  forest  plan; 
'  •  Educating  the  public  on  urban  forest  issues; 

•  Developing  and  adopting  tree  care  standards; 

•  Identify  funding  and  staffing  needs  and  opportunities  for  urban  forest  programs; 

•  Reporting  on  the  state  of  the  urban  forest; 

•  Helping  secure  and  encourage  commitment  of  adequate  resources  for  tree 
programs;  and 

•  Facilitating  coordination  among  agencies  with  tree  management  responsibilities. 


1  Simpson,  J.  et  al.  2007.  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  State  of  the  Urban  Forest  report.  Center  for  Urban  Forest 
Research  USDA  Forest  Service,  Pacific  Southwest  Research  Station. 
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To  that  end,  the  Council  has  commissioned  the  previously  mentioned  Urban  Forest  Plan  as 
well  as  two  urban  forest  inventories  in  San  Francisco:  The  Urban  Forest  Effects  Model 
(UFORE)  and  the  Street  Tree  Analysis.  Additionally  the  UFC  has  adopted  Pruning 
Standards  and  a  Recommended  Street  List  for  the  city. 

The  Urban  Forest  Plan  identifies  five  major  goals  and  details  individual  steps  to  accomplish 
each  of  these  goals.  These  goals  are: 

1.  Maintain  and  conserve  the  existing  urban  forest. 

2.  Expand  the  urban  forest  through  new  planting. 

3.  Foster  a  shared  set  of  values  about  the  urban  forest  through  education  and  action. 

4.  Manage  the  urban  forest  in  a  coordinated,  responsible  and  effective  manner. 

5.  Identify  sustainable  approaches  for  the  funding  and  implementation  of  urban  forest 

initiatives. 

In  addition,  the  plan  identified  nine  steps  as  priority  action  items  that  require  immediate 
consideration.  These  Action  items  are: 

1 .  The  City  of  San  Francisco  should  develop  a  citywide  set  of  standards  and  best 

management  practices  for  tree  selection,  purchase,  installation  and  care. 

2.  The  City  of  San  Francisco  should  protect  existing  trees  from  and  during  development. 

3.  The  City  of  San  Francisco  should  establish  a  goal  of  no  net  loss  of  trees  on  public  and 

private  property. 

4.  City  of  San  Francisco  departments  should  institute  a  comprehensive  reforestation 

program  in  City  parks  and  public  institutions. 

5.  The  City  of  San  Francisco  should  allocate  and  secure  funding  for  tree  planting  and 

maintenance  from  public  and  private  sources  including  partnerships. 

6.  The  City  of  San  Francisco  should  establish  one  or  more  goals  for  the  urban  forest  and 

monitor  the  results  periodically. 

7.  The  City  of  San  Francisco  should  update  the  list  of  recommended  trees. 

8.  Elected  and  community  leaders  in  San  Francisco  should  implement  tree  planting 

programs  targeting  underserved  neighborhoods  in  order  to  achieve  more 
environmental  equity  and  accessibility. 

9.  The  City  of  San  Francisco  should  engage  the  SF  Unified  School  District,  Parent 

Teacher  Associations  and  community  groups  to  develop  tree  planting  and  care 
programs. 

Many  of  these  items  have  subsequently  been  addressed  through  the  adoption  of 
ordinances,  resolutions,  plans,  and  internal  city  agency  polices:  development  and  adoption 
of  San  Francisco's  Pruning  Standards,  adoption  of  the  Significant  Tree  and  Landmark  tree 
ordinances,  a  Tree  Protection  Plan  related  to  development,  and  the  list  of  Recommended 
Street  trees. 

Continuing  work  towards  partnership  and  policy  adoption  among  city  departments, 
nonprofits,  and  other  stakeholders  is  needed  to  enhance  the  value  of  the  work  that  has  been 
completed  and  to  advance  the  completion  of  additional  priority  tasks. 

The  Planning  Department's  forthcoming  Urban  Forest  Master  Plan  will  integrate  the  ideas, 
information,  and  vision  of  the  existing  Urban  Forest  Plan  into  a  larger  document  meant  to 
address  future  city  planning  with  heightened  specificity.  The  new  plan  will  utilize  and 
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integrate  other  UFC  efforts  as  well,  including  expansion  of  the  Recommended  Street  Tree 
List  and  incorporation  of  the  adopted  Pruning  Standards. 

There  are  two  current  estimates  for  the  number  of  trees  and  the  percentage  of  canopy 
coverage  in  San  Francisco.  The  2005  UFORE  report  suggests  canopy  coverage  of  11.9% 
with  669,000  trees;  while  the  2007  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  State  of  the  Urban  Forest 
Report  estimates  canopy  coverage  of  16.1%.  These  reports  used  differing  methodologies  to 
gather  and  quantify  data,  which  can  explain  the  differences  in  their  estimates.  To  better 
understand  these  differences,  completion  of  a  second  UFORE  analysis  five  years  after  the 
completion  of  the  original  study  is  recommended.  The  planning  for  this  second  UFORE 
report  is  currently  being  discussed  among  urban  forest  stakeholders  for  completion  in  2010. 

The  UFORE  report  surveyed  and  analyzed  the  tree  population  on  various  land  types  (e.g. 
residential,  parks,  open  space,  street)  across  San  Francisco  by  gathering  data  on  sample 
plots  and  extrapolating  from  these  samples  the  overall  state  and  condition  of  the  urban 
forest.  This  report  found  that  51.5%  of  all  the  City's  trees  have  a  diameter  of  less  than  6" 
and  that  of  the  approximately  115  species,  10  species  account  for  46.2%  of  all  the  City's 
trees.  This  shows  that  many  of  the  City's  trees  are  very  young,  demonstrating  the 
importance  of  increasing  the  level  of  tree  care  provided  to  the  few  large  trees  and  of 
providing  adequate  care  to  the  young  trees  so  that  they  are  able  to  reach  .maturity.  It  is 
important  to  note  that  a  diverse  population  allows  reductions  to  the  overall  effect  of  losses 
due  to  blights  or  unusual  weather  events. 

The  State  of  the  Urban  Forest  Report  utilized  remote  sensing  data  to  determine  the  changes 
in  canopy  cover  and  impermeable  surfaces  in  urbanized  areas  from  1984-2002  by  analyzing 
data  sets  taken  periodically  over  that  set  of  years.  San  Francisco  had  little  undeveloped 
area  in  1984  and  nowhere  to  otherwise  expand  to.  While  population  density  has  increased, 
tree  canopy  coverage  has  not.  This  report  assumed  a  16.4'  (5  m)  canopy  for  each  tree. 
Breaking  down  the  16.1%  canopy  coverage  into  a  tree  estimate  based  on  this  sample  tree 
size  resulted  in  a  count  of  940,002  trees,  far  higher  than  the  UFORE  report's  669,000 
estimate.  In  an  effort  to  understand  this  difference,  the  report's  creators  increased  the 
canopy  size  estimates  by  3',  to  a  19.4'  (5.9  m)  assumed  canopy  spread  per  tree,  which 
reduced  the  estimated  number  of  trees  to  670,000. 

The  Street  Tree  Analysis  (2003)  focused  on  city  street  trees.  As  a  result,  there  is  data  on 
tree  population,  age  distribution,  tree  species,  tree  condition  and  associated  benefits  for  the 
entire  city. 

Additionally  the  Council's  social  survey  of  1100  city  residents  helped  to  gain  perspective  on 
public  opinion  of  urban  trees.  The  survey  found  that  while  the  majority  of  residents  believe 
that  there  are  too  few  trees  on  their  own  streets  they're  satisfied  with  the  general  condition 
of  open  space  and  street  trees,  and  supportive  of  dedicated  and  stable  funding  for  urban 
trees. 
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The  2008  Annual  Report  intends  to  describe  the  current  state  of  urban  forest  management 
in  San  Francisco  and  is  divided  into  the  following  four  sections: 

I.  i.  Total  Tree  Structure 

ii.  Total  Tree  Function  and  Value 

Looking  at  all  trees  in  the  city,  how  many  trees  do  we  have?  How  are  they 
distributed?  How  healthy  are  they? 

What  are  the  benefits  associated  with  these  trees  and  how  much  are  they  worth? 

II.  i.  Street  Tree  Structure 

ii.  Street  Tree  Function  and  Value 

How  many  street  trees  do  we  have?  How  healthy  are  they? 

What  are  the  benefits  associated  with  these  trees  and  how  much  are  they  worth? 

III.  Urban  Forestry  Management  and  Funding 

Which  agencies  have  jurisdiction  over  each,  portion  of  the  resource  and  how  well  is 
the  resource  managed? 

IV.  Urban  Forest  Policies 

What  initiatives  has  the  Council  worked  on? 


Agencies  and  Organizations  that  chose  to  participate  in  the  2007-2008  UFC 
Annual  Report  survey: 

California  Department  of  Forestry  and  Fire 

Department  of  Public  Health  through- 
San  Francisco  General  Hospital 
Laguna  Honda  Hospital 

Department  of  Public  Works 

Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest 

Golden  Gate  National  Recreation  Area 

Public  Utilities  Commission 

San  Francisco  Port  Authority 

San  Francisco  Municipal  Transportation  Agency 

San  Francisco  Airport 

San  Francisco  Unified  School  District 

University  of  California  at  San  Francisco 


Agencies  and  organization  that  chose  to  not  participate: 

•  City  College  of  San  Francisco 
San  Francisco  Housing  Authority 
San  Francisco  Planning  Department 
Presidio  Trust 

Recreation  and  Parks  Department 
Redevelopment 

Treasure  Island  Development  Authority 

A  follow  up  report  may  be  sent  for  agencies  and  organizations  that  are  not  included  in  this 
report,  if  these  agencies  provide  reporting  information  to  the  UFC. 
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I.  i.  Total  Tree  Structure:  What  do  we  have? 
1.  Numbers,  Diversity,  Age,  Health 

Both  of  the  most  recently  created  reports  detailing  San  Francisco's  urban  forest  and  its 
benefits  offer  an  estimate  to  the  number  of  trees  in  the  city  and  the  level  of  canopy 
coverage.  They  also  individually  offer  information  that  the  other  report  is  unable  to. 

The  first  comprehensive  survey  of  San  Francisco's  urban  forest  includes  trees  in  street  right- 
of-ways,  backyards,  parklands,  and  other  open  space.  The  Urban  Forest  Effects  Model 
(UFORE)  analyzed  field  data  collected  throughout  San  Francisco  to  provide  an  overview  of 
the  urban  forest.  The  subsequent  data  analysis  describes  the  economic,  ecological  and 
social  benefits  of  trees.  The  report  includes  information  on  canopy  cover,  tree  species,  tree 
size,  available  planting  locations,  and  economic  values  for  ecosystem  services. 

The  UFORE  study  states  that: 

•  San  Francisco  has  669,00  total  trees  (both  public  and  private). 

•  The  tree  canopy  cover  is  12%. 

•  51%  of  trees  are  less  than  3  inches  in  diameter  at  breast  height  (DBH). 

•  The  most  common  tree  species  throughout  the  city  are  blue  gum  (Eucalyptus 
globulus),  Monterey  pine  (Pinus  radiata),  Monterey  cypress  (Cupressus 
macrocarpa),  karo  (Pittosporum  crassifolium)  and  Chinese  privet  (Ligustrum 
sinense). 

The  UFORE  model  indicates  that  San  Francisco  has  a  large  number  of  small  and  young 
trees.  In  order  for  these  young  trees  to  reach  a  mature  size  with  good  health  and  structure, 
they  will  need  consistent  care.  As  well,  we  need  these  small  trees  to  replace  large  aging 
trees  that  are  declining.  Many  cities  encounter  this  situation,  which  requires  long-term 
planning  and  sustainable  funding. 

Another  aspect  of  the  UFORE  report  is  biodiversity.  The  data  collection  for  UFORE  included 
104  tree  species.  In  fact,  San  Francisco  has  115  known  tree  species,  which  was  previously 
measured  by  a  USDA  Forest  Service  street  tree  study.  The  top  ten  most  common  species 
comprise  57%  of  the  total  tree  population.  Increasing  the  population  distribution  over  more 
tree  species  would  result  in  a  more  resilient  urban  forest.  In  the  event  of  pest  or  disease 
outbreak  that  targets  a  certain  tree  species,  the  presence  of  many  unaffected  tree  species 
would  allow  the  forest  to  persist  and  recover. 

Based  on  the  existing  tree  distribution,  the  UFORE  report  identified  two  potential  pest 
problems:  Asian  longhorned  beetle  (Anoplophora  glabripennis)  and  gypsy  moth  (Lymantria 
dispar).  The  Asian  longhorned  beetle  is  a  recently  introduced  invasive  insect  that  infests 
hardwood  trees.  Chicago,  New  York  and  Toronto  have  dealt  with  the  beetle  by  removing 
thousands  of  these  trees  and  restricting  the  species  for  new  plantings.  The  gypsy  moth  is 
an  established  pest  in  the  eastern  United  States.  A  robust  and  diverse  urban  forest  is  the 
best  defense  against  these  insects  while  it  also  contributes  to  wildlife  habitat  and  resident 
satisfaction.  Recent  tree  planting  projects  have  made  efforts  to  incorporate  ecological 
considerations,  such  as  ecological  linkages  and  ecological  place. 

A  second  comprehensive  study,  The  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  State  of  the  Urban  Forest 
Report,  was  completed  in  December  of  2007.  This  report  was  created  by  extrapolating 
information  from  remote  sensing  data.  The  study  includes  information  on  the  changes  to  the 
impervious  surfaces  in  urbanized  regions  of  the  Bay  Area  and  increases  to  the  urban  extant. 
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It  also  examines  changes  to  the  canopy  coverage  of  these  areas  from  1984-2002,  the 
current  canopy  coverage,  and  gives  an  estimate  to  the  number  of  trees  in  each  given  area. 
This  report  performs  a  more  in-depth  study  of  the  benefits  than  the  UFORE  report,  but  does 
not  account  for  the  differences  in  levels  of  benefits  that  different  species  can  provide  as  it 
makes  estimates  based  on  canopy  coverage  and  not  individual  tree  counts  as  UFORE 
does. 

The  State  of  the  Urban  Forest  report  finds  that: 

•  San  Francisco  has  between  670,000  and  940,00  trees  (both  public  and  private) 

•  The  tree  canopy  coverage  is  1 6% 

•  San  Francisco  experienced  very  little  change  in  urban  extent,  impermeable  surfaces 
and  canopy  coverage  between  1984-2002. 

This  more  recent  report  found  a  43%  higher  property  value  for  each  tree  than  the  2003 
Street  Tree  Analysis  estimate  of  $77  per  tree.  The  estimate  of  $1 10  used  by  the  State  of  the 
Urban  Forest  Report  is  possibly  explained  by  the  similar  increases  in  overall  property  values 
in  San  Francisco  in  the  length  of  time  that  passed  between  the  creation  of  the  two  studies. 

In  2008,  city  agencies  and  nonprofit  organizations  reported  planting  5167*  trees.  There  were 
4280  street  trees  planted  and  887  open  or  public  space  trees  planted. 

For  a  complete  list  of  participating  agencies  and  trees  planted,  please  see  Appendix  II. 


I.  ii.  Total  Tree  Function  and  Value:  What  are  the  benefits? 

The  UFORE  model  generates  economic  values  for  natural  services  and  functions  provided 
by  trees.  For  instance,  trees  offset  some  of  the  problems  associated  with  climate  change. 
Trees  filter  air  pollutants  such  as  ozone  (03),  particulate  matter,  sulfur  dioxide  (S02), 
nitrogen  dioxide  (N02)  and  carbon  monoxide  (CO).  The  annual  filtration  of  air  pollutants  in 
San  Francisco  is  valued  at  $1.3  million.  Another  important  benefit  that  UFORE  measures  is 
carbon  sequestration  and  storage.  San  Francisco  trees  sequester  5100  tons  of  carbon  each 
year,  which  is  valued  at  $94,000.  The  total  carbon  storage  in  San  Francisco  is  valued  at 
$3.6  million. 

The  UFORE  report  states,  "Large  healthy  long-lived  trees  are  best  for  improving  air  quality." 
This  holds  true  for  other  benefits  that  trees  provide  such  as  ultraviolet  radiation  reduction, 
building  energy  use  reduction,  air  temperature  reduction,  stormwater  filtration,  and  wildlife 
habitat. 

There  are  many  additional  benefits  of  urban  forests  that  UFORE  does  not  measure.  Trees 
provide  wildlife  habitat  for  birds,  mammals,  insects  and  invertebrates.  Wildlife  habitat  in  San 
Francisco  can  be  linked  to  open  space  across  North  and  South  America,  which  is  crucial  for 
migratory  birds  considering  the  current  levels  of  deforestation  and  habitat  destruction. 

As  well,  humans  benefit  from  the  presence  of  trees.  Numerous  studies  have  found  that 
trees  enhance  individual  and  community  well  being.   The  presence  of  trees  in  an  area 


*  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  reported  planting  500  trees  that  were  not  included  in  the  5167  total 
because  this  planting  report  was  made  to  the  SF  Environment  for  the  Annual  urban  Forest  report  and  not  to  the 
agency  that  maintains  the  list  of  all  trees  planted  each  year  for  their  annual  reporting.  See  Appendix  II. 
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encourages  more  outdoor  activity  and  interaction  among  residents.2  In  fact,  neighborhoods 
and  buildings  with  greener  surroundings  report  fewer  property  and  violent  crimes.3  In 
addition,  trees  provide  human  health  benefits.  Urban  trees  play  a  role  in  blocking  UV 
radiation,  and  thus  reduce  human  exposure  and  skin  cancer  risk.4  In  terms  of  psychological 
benefits,  children  with  Attention  Deficit  Disorder  (ADD)  express  fewer  symptoms  and 
function  better  than  usual  after  exposure  to  green  play  areas  that  include  trees  and 
vegetation.5 

In  addition  to  enhancing  health,  trees  have  a  positive  economic  influence  since  consumers 
value  their  presence.  A  study  found  that  consumers  assign  high  ratings  for  amenities, 
customer  service,  product  quality  and  aesthetics  to  businesses  with  landscaping  and  trees. 
As  a  result,  they  are  willing  to  travel  farther  and  spend  more  time  and  money  in  such  areas.6 
Furthermore,  trees  are  associated  with  higher  property  values;  the  presence  of  trees  results 
in  a  3.5  to  6  percent  price  increase.7  All  these  tree-related  benefits  contribute  to  a  stronger 
community. 

An  inventory  of  the  existing  urban  forest  is  the  first  step  in  long-term  planning  and 
management.  The  UFORE  report  reinforces  the  importance  of  consistent  tree  care  in  order 
for  young  trees  to  reach  maturity  and  provide  more  benefits. 

Through  a  partnership  with  the  USDA  Forest  Service  Northeast  Research  Station,  the 
UFORE  study  was  completed  at  a  nominal  cost  to  the  City.  The  Department  of  the 
Environment  provided  eight  intern  stipends  at  a  cost  of  $8000  and  in-kind  support  through 
the  Urban  Forest  Coordinator. 

The  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  State  of  the  Urban  Forest  Report  details  the  benefits  provided 
by  our  urban  forest  broken  down  by  area  use  type  (i.e.  high  density  residential  areas,  low 
density  residential  areas,  commercial/industrial,  institutional,  open  space,  and 
transportation)  and  quantifies  these  benefits  using  two  different  metrics:  resource  units  and 
dollar  value.  Resource  units  are  the  engineering  units  of  meters,  kilograms,  BTUs  and  watts 
of  the  energy,  water,  and  carbon  saved  by  the  urban  forest.  The  dollar  value  of  these 
benefits  is  derived  from  an  assessment  of  the  resource  units.  The  greatest  benefit  by  far 
was  increased  property  value.  As  noted  above,  San  Francisco's  relativity  mild  climate 
reduces  the  urban  forest's  carbon  benefits  related  to  energy  savings  as  compared  to  cities 
with  warmer  climates.  The  State  of  the  Urban  Forest  Report  finds  that  the  largest  use-value 
benefit  that  San  Francisco's  urban  forest  provides  is  in  hydrological  function. 


2  Kuo,  Frances.  1997.  Trees,  Aggression  and  Urban  Violence.  City  Trees:  The  Journal  of  the  Society  of 
Municipal  Arborists,  Volume  33,  Number  6. 

3  Kuo,  Frances  E,  Sullivan,  William  C.  2001 .  Environment  and  crime  in  the  inner  city:  does  vegetation  reduce 
crime?  Environment  and  Behavior,  (33)  3:  343-367. 

4  Society  of  American  Foresters.  2002.  Tree  cover  may  be  the  newest  weapon  against  skin  cancer.  The  Forestry 
Source. 

5  Taylor,  Andrea  Faber,  Kuo,  Frances  E.,  Sullivan  William  C.  2001 .  Coping  with  ADD:  the  surprising  connection 
to  green  play  settings.  Environment  and  Behavior,  (33)  1 :  54-77. 

6  Wolf,  Katherine  L.  1998.  Trees  in  business  districts:  positive  effects  on  consumer  behavior!  Human  Dimensions 
of  the  Urban  Forest  Fact  Sheet  #5.  Center  for  Urban  Horticulture,  University  of  Washington. 

7  Wolf,  Katherine  L.  2001 .  Tree  investment  brings  cities  many  happy  returns.  Environmental  Outlook. 
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San  Francisco  County  (existing  canopy  cover=16.1  percent) 


Benefit 

Residential 
Low 

Residential 
High 

Commercial  / 
Industrial 

Institutional  Transportation 

Open  space 

Total 

Units 

Benefits  (engineering  units) 

Hydrology 

88,159 

784,065 

102,606 

182,322 

539,867 

1,361,807 

3,058,825 

(m3) 

Property  Value 

259,169 

1,728,745 

139,318 

237,506 

0 

2,198,856 

4,563,594 

(m2) 

Ozone  dep 

2,030 

18,051 

2,020 

3,496 

10,761 

28,885 

65,242 

(kg) 

NOx  dep 

948 

8,436 

947 

1,636 

5,035 

13,525 

30,528 

(kg) 

PM10  dep 

1,575 

14,012 

1,577 

2,720 

8,370 

22,489 

50,743 

(kg) 

SOx  dep 

192 

1,711 

192 

332 

1,022 

2,745 

6,194 

(kg) 

NOx  avoided 

92 

357 

214 

0 

0 

0 

663 

(kg) 

PM10  avoided 

32 

137 

43 

0 

0 

0 

213 

(kg) 

SOx  avoided 

24 

102 

0 

0 

0 

0 

126 

(kg) 

VOC  avoided 

7 

28 

14 

0 

0 

0 

49 

(kg) 

BVOC 

-1,200 

-10,672 

-937 

-2,535 

-11,353 

-20,194 

-46,892 

(kg) 

Net  VOCs 

-1,193 

-10,644 

-923 

-2,535 

-11,353 

-20,194 

-46,843 

(kg) 

Net  Air  Quality 

3,701 

32,161 

4,070' 

5,650 

13,835 

47,448 

106,865 

(kg) 

C02  sequestered 

633,863 

5,637,443 

563,307 

1,047,956 

2,848,142 

8,247,691 

18,978,403 

(kg) 

C02  Decomp 

76,031 

676,203 

80,378 

-163,399 

515,607 

1,097,553 

2,609,172 

(kg) 

C02  Maint 

13,581 

120,784 

10,459 

16,790 

58,482 

161,575 

381,670 

(kg) 

Net  C02  sequestered 

544,252 

4,840,456 

472,471 

867,767 

.  2,274,053 

6,988,563 

15,987,561 

(kg) 

C02  avoided 

595,701 

2,682,151 

514,127 

0 

0 

0 

3,791,978 

(kg) 

Natural  Gas 

433,598 

1,753,938 

2,593,561 

0 

0 

0 

4,781,097 

(kBtu) 

Electricity 

326,141 

1,410,975 

353,371 

0 

0 

0 

2,090,486 

(kWh) 

Benefit 

Residential 
Low 

Residential 
High 

Commercial  / 
Industrial 

Institutional  Transportation 

Open  space 

Total 

%of 
Total 

Benefits  (dollars) 

Hydrology 

128,090 

1,139,204 

149,081 

264,903 

784,398 

1,978,633 

4,444,309 

4.3 

Property  Value 

5,580,973 

37,226,967 

3,000,080 

5,114,487 

0 

47,350,372 

.98,272,878 

95.0 

Ozone  dep 

2,903 

25,817 

2,888 

5,001 

15,391 

41,311 

93,310 

NOx  dep 

1,357 

12,065 

1,355 

2,340 

7,202 

19,343 

43,661 

PM10  dep 

695 

6,180 

695 

1,200 

3,692 

9,919 

22,382 

SOx  dep 

748 

6,652 

748 

1,291 

3,972 

10,672 

24,083 

NOx  avoided 

132 

510 

306 

0 

0 

0 

948 

PM10  avoided 

46 

196 

62 

0 

0 

0 

305 

SOx  avoided 

92 

397 

0 

0 

0 

0 

488 

VOC  avoided 

3 

12 

6 

0 

0 

0 

22 

BVOC 

-529 

-4,707 

-413 

-1,118 

-5,008 

-8,907 

-20,684 

Net  VOCs 

-526 

-4,695 

-407 

-1,118 

-5,008 

-8,907 

-20,662 

Net  Air  Quality 

5,446 

47,121 

5,647 

8,714 

25,249 

72,339 

164,516 

0.2 

C02  sequestered 

2,117 

18,829 

1,881 

3,500 

9,513 

27,547 

63,388 

C02  Decomp 

254 

2,259 

268 

546 

1,722 

3,666 

8,715 

C02  Maint 

45 

403 

35 

56 

195 

.540 

1,275 

Net  C02  sequestered 

1,818 

16,167 

1,578 

2,898 

7,595 

23,342 

53,398 

0.1 

C02  avoided 

1,990 

8,958 

1,717 

0 

0 

0 

12,665 

0.0 

Natural  Gas 

7,487 

30,285 

44,782 

0 

0 

0 

82,553 

0.1 

Electricity 

69,514 

300,735 

75,317 

0 

0 

0 

445,566 

0.4 

Total 

5,795,317 

38,769,437 

3,278,203 

5,391,002 

817,242 

49,424,686 

103,475,887 

Percent  benefit 

5.6 

37.5 

3.2 

5.2 

0.8 

47.8 

100 

Benefits/tree  ($) 

197 

148 

113 

107 

5 

119 

110 

Source:  Simpson,  et  al.,  2007 
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A  five  year  follow  up  UFORE  report  will  help  us  to  understand  the  difference  in  the  two  most 
recent  studies  on  San  Francisco's  urban  forest.  Preliminary  planning  for  this  report  has 
begun,  with  an  expected  completion  date  of  2010. 


II.  i.  Street  Tree  Structure:  What  do  we  have? 
A.  Numbers,  Diversity,  Age 

There  are  an  estimated  106,000*  street  trees  in  San  Francisco  today.  Publicly  managed 
trees  account  for  roughly  1/3  of  the  total;  private  property  owners  are  responsible  for  the 
care  of  the  remaining  trees. 

While  San  Francisco  is  on  par  with  the  statewide  average  of  104  trees  per  street  mile,  there 
are  many  opportunities  to  increase  the  number  of  street  trees.  Approximately  120,000  sites, 
or  47%  of  all  street  tree-planting  sites,  are  unused.  It  is  important  to  note  that  the  4280 
street  trees  planted  through  DPW,  FUF  and  Capital  Improvement  projects  fall  short  of  the 
UFC  Street  Tree  Action  Plan  annual  goal  of  5,000  new  street  trees. 

Species  Diversity 

Citywide,  the  resource  represented  115  different  tree  species — indeed  a  healthy  diversity. 
However,  several  districts  were  dominated  by  a  few  species  and  this  lack  of  diversity  in 
certain  areas  should  be  of  concern  to  managers.  With  the  greatest  population,  leaf  area, 
and  canopy  cover,  Victorian  box  and  London  plane  are  the  two  most  common  street  trees  in 
San  Francisco. 


San  Francisco's  most  common  street  trees  and  percentage  contribution  to  canopy  cover 


Species 

tt  of  trees 

%  of  Tel.  Lea-" 

area  (m2) 

%  of  Tot  Cano 

py  cover  (m2) 

%  of  Tot. 

IV 

Victorian  box 

8.  SCO 

11 

692,346 

10 

234,856 

10 

10 

London  oiane  tree 

6,514 

8 

8SC.537 

13 

441.686 

21 

14 

Indian  laurel,  ficus 

S.042 

8 

409,113 

•  sT 

151,812 

7 

New  Zealand  Christmas  tree 

4.873 

5 

347,835 

5 

100,835 

5 

5 

cherry  plum 

4.537 

5 

158.821 

2 

35.315 

2 

3 

n=d-flawernc  gum 

3.503 

5 

433,348 

7 

146.895 

7 

6 

alack  wood  acacia 

3.429 

4 

633,434 

10 

'66.490 

0 

7 

Japanese  flowering  cherry 

3,413 

4 

166.627 

34.243 

2 

3 

Brisbane  box 

3,366 

4 

283,545 

4 

70272 

3 

4 

may  ten  tree 

2,  BSC 

4 

'47,173 

2 

41,783 

2 

3 

small-lea?  trisJan<a 

2.852 

4 

70.630 

1 

24.013 

1 

2 

Arbutus  Marha' 

2.731 

4 

21.739 

0 

8,875 

0 

1 

lemon  fcot'Jebrush 

3 

81,273 

1 

26.907 

1 

2 

evergreen  pear 

2. 151 

3 

32.553 

1 

38.707 

2 

2 

maiden  hair  Iree 

2,140 

3 

25,060 

0 

7.222 

Q 

1 

Chinese  air 

2.040 

3 

661.778 

10 

135.051 

6 

6 

Monterey  pine 

2.035 

570,766 

8 

172.794 

8 

6 

myopcrum. 

1.992 

2 

'  94,189 

3 

61.569 

3 

3 

southern  magrio  ia 

1.914 

2 

51,908 

1 

24,367 

1 

2 

Australian  peppermint  willow 

1.645 

2 

95,798 

1 

27,751 

1 

2 

eajeput  tree 

1.549 

2 

33,582 

0 

7,742 

0 

1 

otsve 

1  423 

8S.557 

1 

24.1 38 

1 

Indian  hawthorn 

1,415 

2 

4.986 

0 

2.552 

0 

1 

Monterey  cypress 

1.292 

2 

317.522 

5 

117.388 

6 

4 

glossy    i  vet 

1,258 

2 

57.764 

1 

21.793 

1 

1 

Kara 

1.206 

-2'. 241 

2 

37.825 

2 

To;al 

7$,  872 

'  00 

6,753,236 

1  CO 

2,132,934 

100 

The  Urban  Forestry  Council  did  not  have  the  resources  to  perform  a  street  tree  study  this  year.  The  broad 
estimated  of  106,000  is  an  extrapolation  based  off  the  number  of  planting  locations  identified  in  the  2003  Street 
Tree  Analysis  and  the  number  of  reported  street  trees  planted  since  the  completion  of  that  study,  with  rough 
adjustments  for  losses.  The  Street  Tree  Analysis  estimated  98,534  street  trees  and  127,500  available  street  tree 
planting  locations;  this  estimate  meant  56%  of  available  street  tree  locations  were  unplanted. 
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Source:  Maco  et  al.,  2003 

Age  Distribution 

Age  distribution  varies  by  district,  but  citywide  the  street  tree  population  is  immature,  lacking 
adequate  numbers  of  functionally  mature  trees.  The  following  chart  shows  the  breakdown 
of  San  Francisco's  tree  age  (as  DBH  or  trunk  diameter  at  breast  height)  vs.  an  idealized  age 
breakdown. 


Source:  Maco  et  al.,  2003 


B.  Street  Tree  Distribution:  An  important  environmental  justice  issue 

Street  trees — and  their  associated  benefits— are  not  distributed  evenly  among  residents.  Of 
the  approximately  127,500  potential  planting  sites  that  were  identified  when  the  Street  Tree 
Analysis  was  created  in  2003,  affluent  neighborhoods  had  an  average  rate  of  28%  empty 
sites,  while  underserved  neighborhoods  typically  saw  empty  rates  of  up  to  74%.  This 
inequitable  distribution  of  the  urban  forest  is  an  important  environmental  justice  issue; 
specifically,  the  street  tree  population  appeared  to  be  least  established  in  Districts  10  and 
11. 

The  following  chart  offers  an  overview  of  resident  and  street  tree  populations  in  San 
Francisco.  Although  this  chart  identifies  District  3  (North  Beach)  as  the  district  with  the 
fewest  street  trees,  it  is  the  physically  smallest  district.  However,  the  more  important  point  is 
that  District  1 1  (OMI/Excelsior)  has  the  largest  resident  population  and  ranks  7th  in  the  street 
tree  population;  thus  it  should  be  a  first  priority  for  action. 
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Human  Population  vs.  Street  Tree  Population 

District    Name          #Peopie*                    Pop.    #ST                ST  rank  People/Tree  Priority 
(%ofpop.)  rank    (%ST  pop.)  


1 

Richmond 

69978  (9.01) 

9 

6988  (7.1) 

9 

10.01 

4 

9 

(VI dl  II Id 

R7979  RR\ 

i  i 

1  UDZ't  [  1  U.O ) 

o 
o 

Q 

y 

<J 
o 

IN.DodCll 

7 
1 

1  n 

1  Q  QR 

i 

A 
H 

Ci  mo ot 

7flR79  /Q  1\ 

c 
O 

711C/7  9\ 

p 
o 

Q 

o 

5 

W.Addition 

71217  (9.17) 

3 

8841  (9) 

6 

8.06 

5 

c 
D 

qoma 

oUIVIA 

7f"M  Q7  tQ  HA\ 

0 

y^ytD  (y.D) 

c 
0 

/  .oy 

7 
1 

ivlci  ucu 

RQQ77  (Q  OJ\ 
UOO(  f   ^O.Ol  J 

1  n 

1  *\AR7  M  1  R\ 
I  I  HO  r  \  I  1 .0/ 

o 
Z 

r  m 

O.U  I 

in 

I  u 

8 

Castro/Noe 

70029  (9.02) 

8 

13140(13.3) 

1 

5.33 

11 

9 

Miss/Bernal 

71061  (9.15) 

4 

10546(10.7) 

4 

6.74 

8 

10  total 

73209  (9.43) 

2 

9491  (9.6) 

5 

7.71 

6 

10(a) 

Potrero  Hill 

3827  (3.9) 

10(b) 

BVHP 

5664  (5.7) 

11 

Excels/OMI 

74121  (9.54) 

1 

7214(7.3) 

7 

10.27 

2 

Total 

776783  (100) 

108026(100) 

7 

*http://sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/redistricting/download/sfproposal/sf_stats_new_districts_41502.xl^  (2000  data) 
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KEY 

#People 

Number  of  people  living  in  that  district 

(%of  pop.) 

Percentage  of  City's  total  human  population 

Pop  rank 

Population  rank(1  being  largest) 

#ST 

Number  of  street  trees  growing  in  that  district 

(%ST  pop.) 

Percentage  of  City's  total  street  tree  population 

ST  rank 

Street  tree  ranking  (1  being  district  with  the  largest  street  tree  population) 

People/Tree 

Amount  of  people  for  every  one  tree 

Priority 

This  is  the  action  priority  (1  being  district  that  is  in  the  worst  situation 
and  in  greatest  need  of  city  attention) 

C.  Street  Tree  Health 

Two  studies  were  examined  to  determine  the  health  of  San  Francisco's  street  trees.  Michael 
J.  Sullivan  conducted  a  series  of  studies  on  tree  health  and  survival  rates.  Sullivan 
examined  trees  planted  through  San  Francisco's  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  (FUF).  The 
survey  covered  a  total  of  3,856  trees  planted  in  1987,  1988,  1990  and  1991  (these  trees 
were  surveyed  10  years  after  the  planting  date)  and  1992,  1993,  1995  and  1996  (surveyed 
five  years  after  the  planting  date).  Accordingly,  the  survey  was  done  over  a  four-year  period 
in  1997,  1998,  2000  and  2001.  The  survey  showed  that  1,718  out  of  a  total  of  1,987  trees 
planted  in  1992-1996  had  survived  as  of  5  years  after  their  planting  date~a  survival  rate  of 
86.4%.  Out  of  the  1,869  10  year-old  trees  from  1987-1991,  a  total  of  1,269  had  survived-a 
survival  rate  of  67.9%.  It  is  encouraging  that  over  two-thirds  of  the  trees  planted  through 
FUF  are  still  alive  after  10  years  (Sullivan,  2004). 

The  2003  CUFR  (Center  for  Urban  Forestry  Research)  street  report  considered  tree  health 
on  both  public  (DPW)  and  private  (FUF/property  owner)  maintained  trees.  Survey 
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techniques  and  health  indicators  differed  somewhat  from  the  Sullivan  study,  so  the  two  data 
sets  are  not  compared  here.  However,  results  of  the  CUFR  report  do  not  suggest  a 
significant  difference  in  the  health  of  public  versus  privately  maintained  trees. 


Source:  Maco  et  al.,  2003 


This  chart  indicates  the  condition  of  public  and  private  street  tree  population  by  district  (%). 
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DISCLAIMER:  District  4  has  public  trees  on  par  with  other  districts;  however,  the  CUFR  street 
tree  report  does  not  include  a  health  rating  for  District  4  trees. 


II.  ii.  Street  Tree  Function  and  Value:  What  are  San  Francisco's  street 
trees  "worth"? 

We  recognize  the  many  ways  in  which  trees  improve  the  aesthetics  of  the  community  and 
enhance  the  mental  and  emotional  states  of  San  Francisco,  residents.  However,  in  this 
section,  we  choose  to  focus  on  the  benefits  in  energy  savings,  air  quality  improvements, 
storm  water  containment,  and  property  value  increase. 
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1.  Energy  Savings 

Because  of  San  Francisco's  moderate  summer  weather,  potential  energy  savings  from  trees 
are  lower  than  those  that  would  be  found  in  warmer  inland  locations.  Electricity  and  natural 
gas  saved  annually  from  both  shading  and  climate  effects  total  651  MWh  and  1,646  Mbtu, 
respectively,  for  a  total  retail  savings  of  $  85,742  ($0.87/tree). 

2.  Greenhouse  Gas  Sequestration 

Citywide,  public  trees  sequestered  611  tons  of  the  greenhouse  gas  carbon  dioxide  (C02). 
At  the  same  time,  energy  plant  emissions  declined  by  71  tons.  Private  trees  have  an  annual 
net  sequestration  rate  of  approximately  1,660  tons  and  reduced  emissions  by  another  186 
tons.  The  combination  of  these  savings  is  valued  at  $37,907  ($0.38/tree)  annually. 

3.  Air  Pollutant  Uptake 

Annual  air  pollutant  uptake  by  tree  foliage  (pollutant  deposition  and  particulate 
interception)  was  12.5  tons  combined.  The  total  value  of  this  benefit  for  all  street  trees  is 
$1 89,375,  or  about  $1 .92/tree. 

Because  of  the  relatively  small  avoided  hydrocarbon  emissions  benefit  at  power  plants  due 
to  energy  savings,  and  the  fact  that  many  species  have  high  biogenic  volatile  organic 
compound  (BVOC)  emission  rates,  trees  had  a  negative  net  impact  on  avoided  pollutant 
emissions — causing  more  harm  than  good.  The  net  cost  of  avoided  and  BVOC  emissions 
was  valued  at  approximately  $135,000,  or  $1 .37/tree. 

4.  Storm  Water  Abatement 

The  ability  of  San  Francisco's  street  trees  to  intercept  rain — thereby  avoiding  storm  water 
runoff — is  substantial,  estimated  at  13,270,050  ft3  annually.  The  total  value  of  this  benefit  to 
the  city  is  $467,000.  These  values  ranged  by  district  and  population  subset.  Citywide,  the 
average  street  tree  intercepted  1006  gallons,  which  is  valued  at  $4.73  annually.  Thus, 
street  trees  were  found  to  provide  a  particularly  important  function  in  maintaining 
environmental  quality  of  San  Francisco's  important  water  resources. 

5.  Property  Value  Increase 

The  estimated  total  annual  benefit  associated  with  property  value  increases  and  other  less 
tangible  benefits  is  approximately  $6.9  million,  or  $70/tree  on  average.  London  plane 
($146/tree),  blackwood  acacia  ($1 10/tree),  and  Chinese  elm  ($361/tree)  are  on  the  high 
end,  while  New  Zealand  Christmas  tree  ($40/tree),  evergreen  pear  ($23/tree),  and 
maidenhair  tree  ($23/tree)  average  the  lowest  benefits. 
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Overall,  annual  benefits  are  determined  largely  by  tree  size,  where  large-stature  trees 
typically  produce  greater  benefits.  For  example,  average  small  (lemon  bottlebrush),  medium 
(New  Zealand  Christmas  tree),  and  large  (blackwood  acacia)  broadleaf  evergreen  trees 
produce  annual  benefits  totaling  $16,  $44,  and  $125  per  tree,  respectively. 

6.  Benefit  to  Cost  Ratio 

The  street  tree  resource  of  San  Francisco  is  a  valuable  asset,  providing  approximately  $7.5 
million  ($77/tree)  in  total  annual  benefits  to  the  community.  However,  approximately  the 
same  amount  is  spent  on  its  upkeep  (see  below).  With  a  Benefit-Cost  Ratio  (BCR)  of  1.01, 
managers  are  faced  with  a  fragile  resource  that  requires  strategic  care  to  increase  the  BCR 
as  the  resource  matures. 
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III.  Urban  Forestry  Management  and  Funding: 
Opportunities  and  Challenges 

Currently,  street  trees  in  San  Francisco  are  comprised  of  two  distinct  populations,  those 
managed  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  and  those  managed  by  private  property 
owners.  A  significant  majority  of  street  trees  are  the  responsibility  of  private  property 
owners,  but  the  level  of  care  varies  greatly.  Some  property  owners  actively  tend  their  trees 
with  help  from  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  (FUF)  while  other  people  neglect  or  damage  their 
trees.  The  trees  in  San  Francisco's  open  spaces  are  managed  in  part  by  several  other 
agencies,  including  Recreation  and  Parks  Department,  Golden  Gate  National  Recreation 
Area,  The  Port  of  San  Francisco,  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (MUNI),  City  College  of 
San  Francisco  (CCSF),  University  of  California  (UCSF),  and  others.  Trees  on  private 
property  are  the  responsibility  of  property  owners. 

This  section  provides  an  overview  of  the  activities,  accomplishments  and  challenges  of 
government  agencies  and  nonprofit  organizations  working  on  urban  forestry  in  San 
Francisco,  based  on  information  that  participating  agencies  and  organizations  provided  for 
this  report. 


Department  of  Public  Works,  Bureau  of  Urban  Forestry  (BUF) 
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Recreation  and  Parks  Department  (RPD)* 

Page 

19 

Golden  Gate  National  Recreation  Area  (GGNRA) 
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San  Francisco  Planning  Department* 
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San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (PUC) 
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California  Department  of  Forestry  and  Fire  (Cal  Fire) 
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30 

*  These  agencies  did  not  participate  in  this  year's  survey.  Reports  on  these  agencies  were 
created  using  alternate  sources  of  information,  described  at  the  beginning  of  each  section. 
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Department  of  Public  Works,  Bureau  of  Urban  Forestry  (BUF) 

Total  bureau  budget:  $8,821 ,030 
Total  urban  forest  budget:  $4,914,445 

The  Department  of  Public  Works,  Bureau  of  Urban  Forestry  has  jurisdiction  over  all  trees  in 
the  public  right  of  way  and  actively  manages  about  40,000  trees. 

BUF's  six  major  programmatic  activities  associated  with  urban  forestry  are: 

1.  Tree  planting  and  establishment 

2.  Tree  maintenance  and  emergency  response 

3.  Issuing  tree  planting  and  removal  permits,  and  sidewalk  landscaping  permits 

4.  Tree  and  sidewalk  inspections  and  evaluations 

5.  Landscape  maintenance 

6.  Sidewalk  maintenance  around  trees 

These  6  programmatic  activities  are  divided  between  three  working  groups:  Trees, 
Landscape,  and  Cement.  Each  group  has  three  class  I  supervisors,  and  one  class  II 
supervisor  who  develop  plans  for  the  group  with  input  from  the  Urban  Forester,  Assistant 
Superintendent,  and  Superintendent. 

Currently  the  Department  has  a  total  of  145  staff  working  for  the  Bureau  of  Urban  Forestry. 
However,  this  includes  numerous  part-time  or  temporary  employees,  as  well  as  a  significant 
number  of  staff  in  the  cement  shop;  it  is  important  to  note  that  though  the  cement  shop  is 
housed  within  the  Bureau  of  Urban  Forestry  they  also  perform  work  that  is  not  Urban 
Forestry  related.  There  are  only  12  full  time  arborists  for  tree  maintenance  work,  3  positions 
for  inspections  of  trees  and  all  permit  issuance,  and  10  full  time  watering  and  young  tree 
establishment  staff. 

Tree  maintenance  and  planting 

From  Arbor  Day  2007  through  Arbor  Day  2008,  DPW  directly  planted  648  trees  and 
contracted  the  planting  of  1341  trees.  About  40,000  street  tree  locations  are  maintained  and 
planted  by  DPW  Arborists,  Laborers,  and  Environmental  Service  Workers.  Maintenance 
includes  pruning  and  removal.  Planting  includes  weekly  watering,  weeding  and  adjusting 
stakes  to  ensure  survival  until  trees  are  established.  Tree  crews  also  provide  services  to 
other  agencies  through  interdepartmental  work  orders. 

Landscape  maintenance  and  installation 

There  are  over  200  acres  of  landscaped  medians,  other  right-of-way  locations,  and  civic 
plazas  that  are  maintained  by  crews  of  Gardeners,  Laborers  and  Environmental  Service 
Workers.  Maintenance  includes  trash  pickup,  weeding,  hedging  and  pruning,  and  irrigation 
as  needed.  Landscape  installation  includes  planting,  installation  of  irrigation  systems,  weed 
fabric  and  mulch.  Landscape  crews  also  provide  services  to  other  agencies  through 
interdepartmental  work  orders. 

Inspection,  permitting  and  education 

DPW  is  responsible  for  processing  all  permits  for  street  tree  planting  and  removal,  as  well  as 
significant  and  landmark  tree  removal  and  sidewalk  landscaping  permits,  and  inspection  for 
tree  maintenance  and  sidewalk  repair  needs.  The  Urban  Forester  and  Arborists  inspect 
locations,  update  and  track  databases  for  tree  work  and  permits,  distribute  educational 
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materials,  and  attend  community  meetings  to  better  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers 
regarding  street  tree  maintenance  and  planting. 

Sidewalk  repair 

DPW  crews  of  Cement  Masons,  and  Laborers  repair  sidewalks  lifted  by  tree  roots  of  DPW- 
maintained  street  trees.  Cement  crews  also  provide  services  to  other  agencies  through 
interdepartmental  work  orders. 

DPW  is  required  to  implement  and  enforce  multiple  municipal,  state  and  federal  codes. 

•  Article  16  of  the  Public  Works  Code,  which  includes  permitting  for  street  tree  planting 
and  removal,  and  enforcing  fines  for  tree  damage  and  unauthorized  removals. 

•  California  State  Title  24  and  the  American  with  Disabilities  Act  (ADA)  requirements 
regarding  pedestrian  accessibility  of  sidewalks  in  regard  to  street  trees  and  tree 
related  sidewalk  damage. 

•  Planning  Code  Section  143  requiring  a  street  tree  for  every  20  feet  of  sidewalk  in 
certain  land  use  and  permit  situations. 

•  DPW  Order  1 69,946  and  ISCOTT  guidelines  for  street  tree  placement  and 
maintenance. 

Funding 

The  DPW  urban  forestry  budget  comes  from  a  variety  of  sources  including  the  city's  general 
fund,  sales  tax  from  Prop  K,  state  gas  tax,  and  fees  and  fines.  In  fiscal  year  2007-2008,  BUF 
received: 


Source 

Funds 

General  Fund  for  planting  and  maintenance 

$1,472,306 

Sales  Tax  (Prop  K)  for  planting  and  maintenance 

$974,000 

Sales  Tax  (Prop  K)  for  sidewalk  repairs 

$768,139 

Gas  Tax  for  tree  maintenance 

$1,700,000 

In-lieu  fees  for  trees  not  planted  and  fines  for  damaging  trees 

$30,000  (anticipated) 

BUF's  fiscal  year  2007-2008  urban  forestry  related  activities  funding  use: 


Use 

Funds 

tree  planting  and  establishment 

$1,529,566 

Mature  tree  maintenance 

$2,674,000 

Sidewalk  repairs 

$768,139 

Additional  expenses  relating  to  the  operation  and  overhead  portion  of  staffing  hours 
dedicated  to  tree  inspection  and  evaluation  was  not  itemized. 

Challenges 

The  main  challenge  is  securing  reliable  and  adequate  funding  sources  for  maintenance  of 
street  trees  and  landscaped  medians  to  ensure  proper  levels  of  long-term  maintenance. 
BUF  would  like  to  reduce  the  years  between  routine  maintenance  to  three  years  and  would 
like  to  see  the  City  assume  care  for  all  trees  in  the  public  right  of  way.  BUF  currently  lacks 
the  funding  to  provide  the  level  of  care  to  the  trees  under  their  jurisdiction  that  they  would 
like  to  be  able  to  and  are  concerned  that  they  do  not  have  the  staffing  levels  necessary  to 
assume  the  care  of  the  tree  planted  in  the  ongoing  Trees  for  Tomorrow  campaign,  which  will 
result  in  a  total  of  25,000  tree  planted  in  the  city  over  a  five  year  period  ending  in  2010.  BUF 
requires  two  and  a  half  times  their  current  arborist  staff  of  12  to  care  for  these  additional 
trees  as  well  as  an  increase  to  their  tree  evaluation  and  inspection  staff. 
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Recreation  and  Parks  Department  (RPD) 

Although  the  Recreation  and  Parks  Department  did  not  contribute  to  this  year's  report, 
certain  information  regarding  their  resources,  concerns,  and  constraints  was  made  available 
in  a  presentation  at  a  Board  of  Supervisors  committee  hearing  on  July  3,  2008. 

Tree  planting  and  management 

RPD  maintains  an  estimated  100,000  trees  in  San  Francisco.  They  have  performed  studies 
on  three  sites*:  Stern  Grove,  Park  Presidio,  and  Washington  Square.  These  studies 
assessed  a  total  of  roughly  2,400  trees.  At  the  meeting,  the  RPD  representative  cautioned 
that  assessment  studies  are  useful  for  a  limited  span  of  time  following  their  completion.  If  the 
necessary  resources  to  create  an  action  plan  and  perform  work  based  on  the  information 
that  an  assessment  study  provided  weren't  available,  the  study  would  have  little  use  value. 

RPD  currently  has  32  dedicated  tree  care  staff  broken  into  5  crews:  three  tree  care  crews 
and  two  reforestation  crews.  The  tree  care  crews  are  comprised  of  a  supervisor,  two  or  three 
climbers,  and  a  laborer.  The  reforestation  crew  assigned  to  Golden  Gate  Park  has  a 
supervisor  and  seven  other  staff,  while  the  Neighborhood  Parks  reforestation  crew  has  a 
supervisor  with  four  additional  staff  members. 

Funding 

Voters  passed  the  Clean  and  Safe  Recreation  and  Parks  General  Obligation  bond  earlier 
this  year.  This  bond  has  a  set  aside  of  four  million  dollars  for  urban  forest  work,  which  will  be 
made  available  to  RPD  after  two  bond  sales;  one  in  August  of  2008  and  one  at  the  end  of 
2009. 

Challenges 

Recreation  and  Parks  does  not  have  adequate  staffing  to  properly  manage  their  trees.  Each 
member  of  the  tree  care  crews  is  needed  to  operate  the  crew  safely  and  effectively.  If  one 
member  of  a  crew  is  unable  to  work  due  to  sickness  or  other  leave,  the  crew  may  not  be 
able  to  work  on  trees  that  day.  To  address  this,  RPD  would  need  to  increase  the  size  of 
each  crew  to  ensure  that  they  are  able  to  adhere  to  their  work  schedules  regardless  of  a 
staff  member's  absence.  Additionally,  RPD  reported  unmet  equipment  needs. 


The  Botanical  Gardens  at  Strybing  Arboretum,  which  is  located  on  RPD  land,  reports  that  they  have  also 
completed  an  assessment  report  of  all  trees  in  the  area  they  manage. 
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Golden  Gate  National  Recreation  Area  (GGNRA) 

Total  urban  forest  budget:  $30,000 

The  National  Park  Service  manages  the  Golden  Gate  National  Recreation  Area.  This  2675 
acre  area  encompasses  Fort  Mason,  Presidio  Area  A  (coastal),  Land's  End,  Sutro  Heights 
Park  and  Fort  Funston.  As  a  federal  agency,  GGNRA  is  required  to  complete  project 
planning  under  NEPA,  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act. 

Tree  planting  and  maintenance 

GGNRA's  urban  forestry  work  is  currently  focused  on  emergency  tree  care,  which  is 
assigned  as  needed  to  groundskeepers  and  trail  crew  workers. 

Funding 

Golden  Gate  National  Recreation  Area  has  a  $30,000  budget  for  urban  forest  management 
in  San  Francisco.  In  fiscal  year  2007-2008,  GGNRA  required  $20,000  for  emergency  tree 
care,  routine  care,  and  special  projects.  An  Additional  $10,000  was  dedicated  to  public 
programs. 

Challenges 

GGNRA  has  no  dedicated  urban  forestry  staff  or  funds  for  professional  tree  management 
services.  Their  greatest  concern  is  lack  of  funds  for  proper  management  of  trees  in  their 
jurisdiction.  A  specific  concern  is  the  aging  stands  of  Monterey  Pine  and  Monterrey  Cypress 
that  require  attention  in  the  form  of  thinning,  pruning,  and  replacement.  Ability  to  hire  a  crew 
of  2-4  dedicated  tree  workers  would  be  a  good  start  to  proper  stewardship  of  the  trees  on 
their  lands. 
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Department  of  Public  Health 

The  Department  of  Public  Health  did  not  participate  directly  through  the  greater 
administrative  body,  though  two  individual  facilities  choose  to  participate. 

Laguna  Honda  Hospital  (LHH) 

Total  urban  forest  budget:  $20,000 

The  Laguna  Honda  Hospital  is  located  at  the  approximate  geographic  center  of  San 
Francisco  on  62  acres;  roughly  half  of  this  area  is  open  space.  The  1200  bed  hospital  has 
provided  long-term  care  for  over  135  years  and  is  surrounded  by  aesthetically  appealing 
mature  vegetation.  At  present,  the  vegetation  at  LHH  is  comprised  of  eucalyptus  forest, 
grasslands,  manicured  lawns  and  horticultural  plantings.  The  hospital  maintains 
approximately  3,000  trees,  80%  of  which  are  located  in  open  space  areas.  The  hospital 
campus  offers  safe  and  beautiful  trails  to  staff  and  the  public,  which  are  accessible  by  mass 
transit  and  private  vehicles.  The  hospital  is  required  to  issue  Environmental  Impact  Reports. 

Funding 

Tree  work  is  generally  focused  on  emergency  tree  care.  LHH  contracts  with  the  Recreation 
and  Parks  Department  to  manage  the  majority  of  the  care  provided  to  their  trees;  typically 
contracting  one  week  of  full  time  work  for  one  RPD  crew  per  year  costs  LHH  $20,000- 
$25,000. 

Challenges 

The  greatest  need  is  manpower  and  funding  to  maintain  existing  trees  and  improve  open 
space.  Mature  trees,  particularly  the  large  eucalyptus  tree  groves,  are  approaching  the  end 
of  their  average  life  spans.  Basic  forest  management,  such  as  selective  thinning  and 
hazardous  tree  removal  would  enhance  and  protect  the  existing  forest  and  wildlife 
communities,  as  well  as  the  recreational  experience  on  the  site.  In  addition,  there  are  many 
ecological  restoration  possibilities  for  the  woodland,  grassland  and  creek  areas.  Historically, 
this  area  (Florida  Valley)  supported  a  creek  and  riparian  habitat.  Possible  projects  range 
from  small  and  inexpensive  to  large  and  costly.  Finally,  trail  improvements  could  include 
linkages  between  disconnected  trails,  additional  landscaping,  signs  and/or  paved  surfaces. 
LHH  trees  require  professional  evaluation  and  future  planning  efforts,  though  the  hospital 
lacks  the  expertise  and  financial  resources  to  do  so.  LHH  estimates  that  they  would  need 
$200,000-$300,000  to  properly  manage  their  trees. 

General  Hospital  (SFGH) 

General  Hospital  comprises  a  total  of  23  acres,  with  trees  located  throughout. 
Tree  planting  and  maintenance 

SFGH  has  two  full-time  garden  staff  and  three  as  needed  garden  staff;  they  contract  large 
tree  work  with  BUF  and  assign  garden  staff  to  perform  work  on  smaller  trees  as  needed. 

Challenges 

Gardener  staffing  levels  are  inadequate  and  there  are  no  arborists  on  staff.  In  the  past,  the 
hospital  has  had  7  gardening  personnel.  Though  the  management  area  has  not  decreased, 
the  number  of  staff  has. 
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The  Port  of  San  Francisco 

The  Port  of  San  Francisco  is  responsible  for  managing  7.5  miles  of  the  San  Francisco 
shoreline  stretching  from  Hyde  Street  Pier  in  the  north  to  India  Basin  in  the  south.  The 
Port's  responsibilities  include  promoting  maritime  commerce,  navigation,  fisheries,  restoring 
the  environment  and  providing  public  recreation.  Within  the  Port's  management  framework, 
the  Maintenance  Department  is  responsible  for  the  care  of  all  street  and  park  trees  within 
the  Port's  jurisdiction. 

The  Port  adheres  to  the  following  policies 

1)  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  the  Environment  -  Integrated  Pest 
Management  Program  (Legislation  Chapter  39,  Section  39.6) 

2)  Bay  Conservation  Development  Commission  Guidelines  -  Objective  number  3 

3)  Department  of  Public  Works  Bureau  of  Urban  Forestry  -  Tree  planting  and  removal 
Policies  169  and  946. 

Also  note:  Bay  Conservation  Development  Commission  Regulation  Number  3  mandates 
that  large  trees  (over  20  ft  tall)  cannot  obstruct  the  view  of  park  waterfront. 

Tree  planting  and  maintenance  > 

The  Port  has  two  gardeners  on  staff;  one  of  the  gardeners  is  a  certified  arborist.  The  Port 
contracts  with  DPW  for  major  tree  work  including  evaluating  tree  condition,  recommending 
tree  removals  as  needed,  recommending  species  for  planting,  and  providing  general  pruning 
and  maintenance  services  as  required. 

Funding 

The  Port  Authority  did  not  provide  urban  forestry  budget  information  for  fiscal  year  2007- 
2008. 

Challenges 

Port  of  San  Francisco  trees  and  vegetation  face  severe  health  challenges.  Considering  the 
harsh  environment,  especially  along  the  south  waterfront,  most  trees  planted  cannot  survive 
the  winds,  sea  salt,  pollution,  lack  of  irrigation,  and  vandalism.  The  Port  would  like  to 
develop  an  urban  forestry  plan  that  includes  pruning,  watering  and  planting  cycles.  The 
acquisition  of  additional  staff,  materials  and  supplies  is  necessary  to  support  urban  forestry 
and  greening  related  activities. 
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San  Francisco  Planning  Department 

Although  the  Planning  Department  did  not  contribute  to  this  year's  survey,  we  have  included 
some  information  from  the  most  recently  submitted  Annual  Urban  Forest  report,  with  minor 
additions. 

The  San  Francisco  Planning  Department's  mission  is  "To  guide  the  orderly  and  prudent  use 
of  land,  in  both  the  natural  and  built  environments,  with  the  purpose  of  improving  the  quality 
of  life  and  embracing  the  diverse  perspectives  of  those  who  live  in,  work  in,  and  visit  San 
Francisco."  While  the  department  does  not  directly  plant  or  maintain  the  urban  forest,  this 
resource  is  key  to  much  of  their  work. 

General  Plan  and  Policy  Development 

The  Planning  Department  maintains  and  administers  the  city's  General  Plan,  which 
identifies  community  objectives  upon  which  some  level  of  consensus  has  been  reached. 
This  document  not  only  outlines  these  community  objectives,  but  also  provides  a  framework 
for  decision  making  when  there  are  conflicting  community  objectives.  The  Urban  Design 
Element  and  the  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Element  contain  policy  direction  specifically 
concerning  the  city's  urban  forest.  Many  specific  Area  Plans  in  the  General  Plan  and 
Implementation  Plans  (such  as  the  Downtown  Streetscape  Plan)  articulate  the'  high  value  of 
trees  in  the  San  Francisco. 

Evaluating  Development  Proposals 

During  the  course  of  project  application  review,  the  Department  considers  all  aspects  of  the 
project;  including  landscaping  improvements  and  changes  to  the  public  right-of-way  to 
ensure  full  compliance  with  the  City's  Planning  Code. 

Community  Planning  and  Education  Initiatives 

The  Department  is  engaged  in  on-going  comprehensive  planning  that  if  completed  and 
implemented  will  provide  guidance  for  the  design  of  the  built  environment  and  serve  as  a 
catalyst  for  further  investment  in  the  public  realm.  The  Planning  Department  recently 
published  a  draft  of  the  Better  Streets  Plan  and  has  begun  work  on  an  Urban  Forest  Plan. 

Funding 

The  Planning  Department  has  no  budget  for  street  tree  planting  or  for  maintenance,  though 
they  are  currently  involved  with  two  city-wide  planning  efforts  that  will  affect  the  urban  forest. 
A  draft  of  the  Better  Streets  Plan  was  recently  completed  and  is  now  open  for  public  review 
and  comment;  work  on  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  is  underway. 
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San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (PUC) 

Total  urban  forest  budget:  $329,800 

The  Public  Utilities  Commission  maintains  approximately  1,000  acres  of  land  in  San 
Francisco. 

Funding 

The  total  urban  forest  program  budget  was  $329,800  plus  one  forester  position,  and 
supervisory  staff  and  gardening  staff  as  needed.  The  PUC  works  with  RPD  to  maintain  trees 
under  their  jurisdiction.  There  are  no  outside  sources  of  funding. 

Challenges 

The  PUC  doesn't  have  adequate  resources  to  maintain  proper  staffing  levels.  They  have 
one  staff  position  dedicated  to  urban  forest  work,  who  has  been  on  leave  since  November 
2007.  The  PUC  many  has  aging  stands  and  trees  affected  by  Pine  Pitch  Canker.  They  are 
concerned  with  tree  failure  in  publicly  accessed  areas.  To  begin  an  appropriate  level  of 
maintenance  they  require  a  full-time  tree  crew  and  equipment. 


San  Francisco  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  (SFMTA) 

SFMTA  maintains  trees  in  the  following  public  areas:  Street  trees  and  landscaped  areas 
adjacent  to  Muni  facilities  and  rights  of  way:  Forest  Hill  station,  Woods  Division  Metro, 
Metro  annex,  West  Portal,  Keith  Sub-station,  Potrero  yard,  Quintara,  Presidio  yard,  Kirkland 
yard,  Illinois  Sub-station,  La  Playa  terminal,  Flynn  facility,  Scotts  garage,  700  Pennsylvania 
Ave,  1580  Burke  Ave,  Cable  car  landscape,  Carl  &  Cole  landscape  area,  Geneva  -Munich 
landscape  area,  J-  line  landscape  area,  Russia-landscape  Sub-station,  Metro  Maintenance 
East  (MME)  LRV  yard,  Embarcadero  LRV  and  F-line  rights  of  way. 

Challenges 

SFMTA  is  currently  understaffed;  in  the  past  they  have  had  four  staff  with  the  same 
workload  that  two  staff  positions  are  now  required  to  do.  They  are  concerned  with  safety  in 
maintaining  clearance  of  cantenary  power  lines  and  with  providing  young  tree  care.  They 
are  also  concerned  with  coordinating  maintenance  with  other  city  departments  and 
agencies.  They  require  additional  staff  and  supervisors. 
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San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  (SFUSD) 

Total  urban  forest  budget:  $50,000 

The  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  maintains  approximately  430  acres  with  2,873 
trees  at  locations  throughout  the  city. 

Tree  planting  and  maintenance 

SFUSD's  primary  tree  care  goal  is  to  care  for  their  trees  in  an  aesthetically  pleasing  way  that 
also  addresses  the  needs  of  safety,  accessibility,  and  visibility;  with  safety  as  their  highest 
priority.  SFUSD  works  with  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  at  the  request  of  neighborhood 
groups  to  increase  the  canopy  cover  at  their  sites  whenever  possible. 

Funding 

SFUSD  has  a  static  budget  of  $50,000  dedicated  to  urban  forestry  work.  This  funding  level 
is  inadequate  to  cover  their  current  needs.  To  address  the  care  of  trees  affected  by  Pine 
Pitch  Canker  alone  would  cost  an  average  $1,500  per  tree  for  383  trees  with  a  minimum 
estimated  need  of  $400,000. 

Challenges 

SFUSD  is  highly  concerned  with  the  safety  of  trees  in  their  jurisdiction.  As  noted  above,  they 
faced  great  funding  challenges  to  proper  management.  Beyond  their  current  staff  of  14 
gardeners,  one  truck  driver  and  one  manager,  they  require  an  additional  16  gardeners,  4 
tree  climbers,  tree  crew  equipment,  an  increase  in  their  urban  forestry  budget  to  $100,000, 
and  $50,000  in  other  equipment  needs. 


Submitted  to  Mayor  Gavin  Newsom  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  by  the  Department  of  the  Environment 
Pursuant  to  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  Article  XXIII,  Section  5.238 


SAN  FRANCISCO  URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL  ANNUAL  REPORT      PAGE  26 


University  of  California,  San  Francisco 

Total  urban  forest  budget:  $200,000 

The  Facility  Management  Department  is  responsible  for  planting  new  trees,  and  pruning  and 
removing  hazardous  trees  and  limbs.  This  is  done  for  public  street  trees  in  and  adjacent  to 
campus  sites,  campus  open  spaces,  and  Mount  Sutro  Open  Space  Reserve. 

Tree  planting  and  maintenance 

UCSF  identified  two  primary  priorities:  removing  hazardous  trees  and  limbs  in  accordance 
with  the  Mount  Sutro  Open  Space  Management  Plan;  and  planting  trees  and  shrubs  at  the 
new  Mission  Bay  campus.  Currently,  their  greatest  concern  is  with  the  overall  health  of  the 
eucalyptus  forest  and  with  potential  for  wildfire  in  this  area. 

UCSF  adheres  to  three  separate  policies  and  guidelines:  1)  the  Mount  Sutro  Open  Space 
Management  Plan;  2)  a  street  tree  removal  public  notice  policy;  and  3)  Mission  Bay  Campus 
Master  Plan  and  Design  Guidelines  in  which  landscaping  for  the  new  campus  is  addressed. 

Funding 

UCSF  receives  money  from  the  State  of  California  under  the  Operations  and  Maintenance 
Funding  for  Grounds  Budget  and  part  of  this  funding  is  used  for  tree  maintenance. 

Challenges 

UCSF  has  no  dedicated  urban  forestry  staff  and  believes  it  is  not  possible  to  meet  sufficient 
funding  levels,  even  with  outside  grants,  to  adequately  address  hazards  from  both  falling 
trees  and  wildfire. 
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San  Francisco  Airport  (SFO) 

Total  urban  forest  budget:  $20,000 

The  current  landscape  at  the  airport  includes  the  area  directly  west  of  the  International 
Terminal,  which  is  composed  mainly  of  Sequoia  sempevirons,  Cercis  Canadensis, 
Podocarpus  gracilior  and  various  shrubs  such  as  Rhododendron  varieties  and  Carpenteria 
californica.  Additional  areas  include  landscaping  on  the  east  side  of  Route  101  between  the 
Airport  entrance  roadways  and  the  San  Bruno  Avenue  interchange,  the  entire  cloverleaf 
area  of  the  interchange  and  the  new  Bay  Trail  landscaping  north  of  San  Bruno  Avenue. 
Other  urban  forest  areas  are  spread  throughout  the  airport  property  including  a  residential 
area  in  Millbrae,  6-acre  Bayfront  Park  in  Millbrae  and  the  180  acre  site  west  of  Bayshore 
which  is  forested  with  Eucalyptus,  Cottonwood,  Willow  and  various  other  species.  This  is  the 
environmentally  sensitive  area  that  is  home  to  the  San  Francisco  Garter  Snake  and  the  Red 
Legged  Frog. 

SFO  is  responsible  for  over  2,200  trees  in  approximately  500  acres  of  variously  maintained 
grounds  including,  parklands,  medians,  freeway  rights-of-way,  wild  and/or  protected  areas 
and  airfields. 

Tree  planting  and  maintenance 

The  airport's  urban  forest  related  activities  vary,  since  the  landscaping  ranges  from  well 
designed,  high  maintenance  locations  with  irrigation,  to  natural  areas  that  only  require 
monitoring  for  disease  or  hazards  and  the  resulting  response.  In  general  the  airport 
oversees  its  urban  forest  using  pruning  and  maintenance  standards  set  by  the  San 
Francisco  Urban  Forestry  Council.  SFO  currently  has  19  full-time  garden  staff  that  includes 
urban  forestry  related  activities  in  their  daily  work  schedules. 

Challenges 

In  the  past,  SFO  contract  work  needed  on  their  large  trees  to  DPW.  DPW's  current  work 
load  and  staffing  levels  do  not  allow  them  to  continue  to  provide  service  to  SFO,  who  must 
now  seeks  outside  contracting  partnerships  to  meet  this  need. 

SFO  is  the  only  participating  organization  or  agency  who  reported  that  they  have  the 
resources  they  need  to  properly  manage  the  trees  and  landscaping  under  their  jurisdiction. 


Submitted  to  Mayor  Gavin  Newsom  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  by  the  Department  of  the  Environment 
Pursuant  to  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  Article  XXIII,  Section  5.238 


SAN  FRANCISCO  URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL  ANNUAL  REPORT 


PAGE  28 


Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  (FUF) 

Total  organizational  budget:  $1,200,000 

Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  is  a  nonprofit  volunteer-oriented  organization  that  coordinates 
neighborhood  plantings  and  provides  young  tree  maintenance,  as  well  as  various  training 
and  educational  programs. 

Tree  maintenance  and  planting 

In  fiscal  year  2007-2008,  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  planted  783  trees  and  tended  to  3,800 
trees  in  the  public  right-of-way.  FUF  offers  technical  support  and  advice  to  help  the 
individual  San  Francisco  property  owners  who  are  responsible  for  maintaining  roughly  2/3  of 
the  estimated  106,000  public  right-of-way  trees  in  the  city. 

In  addition  to  their  planting  goals,  they  have  other  annual  responsibilities  in  relation  to  the 
urban  forest.  FUF  is  committed  to  complete  the  following: 

•  783  two-month  maintenance  visits 

•  1 ,000  eighteen-month  maintenance  visits 

•  1 ,500  three-year  maintenance  visits 

•  550  emergency  tree  calls  +  other  random  pruning/tree  staking  visits 

•  3,500  tree  care  reminders  (postcard  mailings) 

•  60  educational  seminars  &  meetings  to  promote  urban  forestry 

•  8  pruning  workshops  (open  to  public) 

•  1 ,500  advice  line  phone  calls 

•  15  tree  care  establishment  leaders  trained  (for  community  plantings  &  tree  care 
events) 

•  36  members  of  Youth  Tree  Care  Program  (education,  training,  employment) 

•  8  tree  tours  for  the  public 

Tree  basin  expansion  and  sidewalk  landscaping  program 

FUF  requires  additional  funding  to  continue  its  tree  basin  expansion  program,  which  became 
very  successful  in  2007.  FUF  brings  communities  together  to  create  sidewalk  gardens 
helping  to  improve  the  health  of  the  existing  street  trees  by  producing  additional  planting 
area  around  the  truck,  decreasing  current  and  future  sidewalk  disturbance.  Additional  clear 
benefits  include:  increased  ground  water  recharge,  increased  habitat  for  insects  and  critters, 
potential  for  native  SF  plant  species  in  street  tree  under-story,  and  improving  the 
streetscape  for  residents  and  visitors. 

Funding 

Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest's  annual  budget  is  based  on  the  calendar  year  (January- 
December  2007),  though  the  individual  sources  listed  below  generally  correlate  with  the 
fiscal  year  allotments.  FUF's  2007  annual  budget  was  $1,200,000: 


DPW  -  for  street  tree  programs 

162,000 

State  of  California 

155,500 

Foundation  Grants 

85,500 

Corporate  Grants 

185,355 

Individual  Donations 

611,645 
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With  the  continued  loss  of  municipal  funding,  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  has  had  to 
increase  the  property  owner's  cost  of  planting  a  tree  to  $150.00  per  tree.  The  organization  is 
seeking  ways  to  increase  their  funding  to  make  it  possible  for  them  to  reduce  the  property 
owner's  planting  cost  to  $75.00  per  tree;  Lowering  the  individual  per-tree  cost  of  planting 
may  enable  expansion  of  the  program  in  lower-income  areas  (see  I. a. 2.  Street  Tree 
Distribution:  An  important  environmental  justice  issue.)  Additional  funding  would  also  allow 
for  improved  tree  maintenance  efforts,  an  important  concern  in  consideration  of  the 
increased  planting  efforts  of  the  past  two  years. 
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California  Department  of  Forestry  and  Fire  (Cai  Fire) 

The  California  Department  of  Forestry  and  Fire  administers  Prop  40  and  Prop  84  funds.  Cal 
Fire  does  not  directly  care  for  or  plant  any  trees  in  San  Francisco,  though  they  do  provide 
grant  funding  for  tree  planting  and  urban  forest  research  programs  and  projects  to  local 
organizations  and  stakeholders.  Cal  Fire  currently  has  open  grants  worth  $584,890  and  a 
pending  grant  for  $250,000  that  benefits  San  Francisco's  trees. 

Cal  Fire's  greatest  concerns  address  statewide  issues  and  are  not  necessarily  particular  to 
San  Francisco:  that  urban  trees  are  not  always  considered  to  be  part  of  a  city's 
infrastructure  and  that  plans  to  protect  trees  during  development  may  be  inadequate.  They 
are  also  concerned  with  the  level  of  care  public  trees  receive,  confusions  over  who  is  to 
provide  care  for  public  trees,  and  whether  or  not  the  trees  within  each  department's 
jurisdiction  are  being  properly  cared  for  by  that  department. 
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IV.  Urban  Forest  Policies 
Landmark  Tree  Ordinance 

In  2006,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  passed  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  and  the  Significant 
Tree  Ordinance. 

Significant  trees  are  automatically  protected  trees  on  private  property  that  are  within  10  feet 
of  the  public  right  of  way  and  have  reached  one  of  three  size  requirements:  it  is  at  least  15' 
tall,  it  has  a  canopy  of  20'  or  greater,  or  it  has  a  DBH  of  at  least  12".  Because  these  trees 
are  of  a  notable  size  and  are  close  to  the  street  or  sidewalk,  even  though  they  are  on  private 
property,  they  require  permits  to  remove. 

The  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  allows  for  the  greatest  level  of  protection  enjoyed  by  any  tree 
in  the  city.  Trees  are  landmarked  by  the  city  through  passing  individual  ordinances  for  each 
tree  after  an  extensive  process  that  ensures  the  high  value  and  benefits  of  each  tree  for  the 
city.  Trees  can  be  nominated  by  five  different  sources:  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  the  owner 
of  the  property  where  the  tree  is  growing,  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board,  the 
Planning  Commission,  and  the  heads  of  city  departments  and  agencies.  After  a  nomination 
is  made,  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  will  hold  two  public  hearings.  If  the  tree  is  accepted,  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  will  also  hold  a  series  of  public  hearings  before  the  ordinance  is  given 
to  the  Mayor  to  sign.  This  year,  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  was  amended  to  create 
noticing  requirements  and  lengthen  the  temporary  protection  period  that  the  trees  benefit 
from  during  the  nomination  process.  These  protections  allow  civil,  criminal,  and  judicial 
penalties  for  non-compliance. 

Permeable  Landscaping 

The  Board  of  Supervisors  passed  the  Permeable  Sidewalk  Landscaping  Permit  in  2006. 
The  ordinance  created  a  method  by  which  individual  property  owners  can  increase  the 
green  space  around  their  homes  by  allowing  garden  installations  in  sidewalk  areas.  The 
Urban  Forestry  Council  recognizes  the  potential  benefits  these  spaces  have  for  the  health 
and  size  of  the  urban  forest  and  have  begun  work  on  Council  sponsored  sidewalk  garden 
project  installations. 

Pruning  Standards 

The  adopted  professional  pruning  standards  for  San  Francisco  are  based  on  tree  care 
standards  developed  by  the  American  National  Standards  Institute  (ANSI)  and  the 
International  Society  of  Arboriculture  (ISA).  Research  on  pruning  standards  in  other  cities 
yielded  examples  and  templates  that  were  applied  to  the  San  Francisco  standards.  Certain 
concepts  are  highlighted  due  to  their  importance  and  practicality;  for  example,  25%  is  the 
maximum  amount  of  live  foliage  to  be  removed  from  a  tree  each  year. 

An  easy  to  use  public  pruning  brochure  with  adopted  pruning  standards  information  was  first 
published  in  2005.  Department  of  the  Environment  staff  created  the  booklet  in  consultation 
with  Urban  Forestry  Council  members  and  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  staff.  It  includes 
pruning  concepts  and  instructions,  pruning  equipment,  and  the  importance  of  hiring  a 
professional  arborist.  The  document  underwent  revisions  in  fiscal  year  2007-2008,  was 
reprinted  in  August  of  2008,  and  is  now  available  in  hard  copy  or  on-line  through  the 
Department  of  the  Environment. 
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PG&E  Utility  Undergrounding 

Pacific  Gas  &  Electric  (PG&E)  is  in  the  process  of  moving  aboveground  utility  wires  to  below 
street  level.  One  consequence  of  this  process  has  been  the  loss  of  tree  planting  sites.  The 
installation  of  sidewalk  boxes  and  underground  utility  wires  has  resulted  in  the  loss  of 
potential  planting  locations  due  to  the  minimum  distance  requirements  for  allowable  street 
tree  planting  locations,  which  were  designed  to  reduce  tree/infrastructure  conflicts.  The 
addition  of  these  utilities  also  displaces  soil  volume  for  trees.  Although  this  is  avoidable,  it 
decreases  the  number  of  trees  that  can  be  planted  in  the  future.  To  address  this,  the  Urban 
Forestry  Council  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  passed  resolutions  recommending  that  tree 
planting  sites  be  preserved  during  the  undergrounding  process.  Though  there  were  no 
enforcement  details  in  the  Board  of  Supervisors  resolution,  but  the  Department  of  Public 
Works  (DPW)  has  the  legal  authority  to  direct  PG&E  on  where  to  place  its  utilities. 

Since  the  resolutions  passed,  PG&E  has  preserved  some  street  tree  planting  sites  and 
displaced  others.  The  resolution  was  successful  in  that  many  contractors  and 
subcontractors  have  contacted  DPW's  Bureau  of  Urban  Forestry  for  walkthroughs  and 
advice  on  retaining  planting  sites;  prior  to  the  BOS  resolution,  few  contractors  consulted 
DPW  on  tree  planting  sites.  Unfortunately,  there  is  no  comprehensive  information  on  the 
number  of  planting  sites  preserved  and  lost. 

Recommended  Street  Tree  List 

In  2006,  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  worked  with  DPW,  FUF  and  private  arborists  to  develop 
a  list  of  recommended  trees  for  San  Francisco,  which  they  then  adopted  at  the  end  of  that 
year. 

This  list  is  broken  into  three  sections: 

•  The  "A"  list  of  proven  species  choices 

•  The  "B"  list  of  trees,  which  are  good  for  some  locations  in  the  city  but  not  appropriate 
for  all  microclimates. 

•  The  "C"  list  of  trees,  which  are  experimental  and  require  further  study  before  a 
judgment  on  whether  or  not  they  will  be  good  species  can  be  made. 

The  Urban  Forestry  Council  reviews  this  list  annually  and  updates  it  as  new  information  and 
research  becomes  available. 

Better  Streets  Plan 

A  draft  of  the  Better  Streets  Plan  is  now  available  for  review  and  comment.  This  plan 
recognizes  the  importance  of  including  natural  elements  into  the  built  environment  for 
aesthetic,  economic,  and  safety  reasons.  As  such,  the  plan  recommends  many  uses  for 
right-of-way  tree  planting  and  landscaping.  The  plan  does  not  detail  or  discuss  species 
choices  related  to  site  specifics,  as  the  forthcoming  Urban  Forest  Plan  is  expected  to 
address  this  need.  The  commenting  period  for  the  BSP  closes  on  September  5th,  2008. 

Urban  Forest  Plan 

As  noted  earlier  in  this  document,  the  Planning  Department  is  leading  an  effort  to  update 
and  expand  upon  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  completed  by  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  and 
submitted  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  Mayor  in  2006.  Many  other  city  departments 
are  participating.  This  plan  intends  to  be  a  working  document  that  will  provide  guidelines  for 
future  planning  efforts.  It  has  an  expected  completion  date  of  early  2009. 
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Appendix  I 

Trees  For  Tomorrow  Program 
Table  of  Trees  Planted  2004-2008 


Tree  Planting  Totals  to  Date* 

20C 

17-2008 

Street  Trees  Total 

4280 

Additional  Trees  Total 

887 

Grand  Total  2008 

5167 

2006-2007 
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Street  Trees  Total 

3637 

Additional  Trees  Total 

2275 

Grand  Total  2007 

5912 

20C 

15-2006 

Total  Street  Trees 

3411 

Additional  Trees  Total 

1894 

Grand  Total  2006 

5305 

20C 

(4-2005 

Total  Street  Trees 

2392 

Additional  Trees  Total 

2653 

Grand  Total  2005 

5045 

Looking  Ahead 

Mayor's  Goal  of  25,000 
Trees  in  5  years 

25000 

Trees  planted  past  four 
years 

21429 

Trees  remaining 

3571 

*  Based  on  reports  provided  to  DPW  by  the  listed  departments,  agencies,  and  organizations.  Does 
not  include  trees  reported  by  SFUSD  for  this  report.  See  Appendix  II  for  more  information. 
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Appendix  II 

Table  of  Street  and  Open  Space  Trees  Planted  2007-2008 


Tree  Planting  for  2008:  Arbor  Day  3/' 

Updated  March  10 

11/07  to  Arbor  Day  3/8/08* 
,  2008 

Agency  or  Project 

No.  to  Date 

No.  Remaining 

Total 
Projected 

Street  Trees 

DPW:  Contracted  06-07 

801 

0 

801 

DPW:  Contracted  FY  07-08 

540 

510 

1050 

DPW:  In-house  (various  locations) 

588 

-238 

350 

Alemany  Blvd. 

60 

20 

80 

DPW:  Property  owner  permits 

815 

-165 

650 

SF  Giants  Empty  Basin  Planting 

582 

190 

772 

FUF 

894 

106 

1000** 

Recreation  and  Parks 

0 

250 

250 

Public  Utilities  Commission 

0 

150 

150 

Unified  School  District 

0A 

150 

150 

Presidio  Trust 

0 

0 

0 

Street  Trees  Total 

4280 

1438 

5718 

Other  Trees 

Recreation  and  Parks:  Reforestation 

887 

913 

1800** 

Port  of  San  Francisco:  Reforestation 

150 

150** 

Public  Utilities  Commission 

0 

0 

Presidio  Trust:  Reforestation 

200 

200** 

Airport 

75 

75** 

Additional  Trees  Total 

887 

1338 

2225 

Total  Trees 

Total  planted  to  date 

5167 

2776 

7943 

Total  by  Arbor  Day  '08 

5167 

*  Based  on  reports  provided  to  DPW  by  the  listed  departments,  agencies,  and  organizations. 


**Numbers  estimated  based  on  previous  years'  plantings. 

A  SFUSD  reported  planting  approximately  500  trees  in  fiscal  year  2007-2008  to  SF  Environment  for 
the  creation  of  this  report.  The  Appendix  I  &  II  charts  do  not  include  trees  from  the  report  made  to  SF 
Environment  for  the  following  reasons:  it  is  unknown  how  many  of  these  trees  are  street  trees;  it  is 
unknown  how  well  these  reported  plantings  correlate  to  this  chart  which  records  the  number  of  trees 
planted  from  Arbor  Day  2007  through  Arbor  Day  2008  and  the  report  from  SFUSD  is  for  the  fiscal 
year  from  July  2007  through  June  2008. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  these  approximately  500  trees  are  in  addition  to  the  5,167  "Total  Trees" 
number  recorded  on  the  chart. 
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RESOLUTION  NO. 


1  [Resolution  Urging  Reducing  Exposure  to  Bisphenol  A] 

2 

3  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT  URGES  THE 

4  MAYOR  AND  THE  BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS  TO  URGE  LOCAL 

5  HOSPITALS  AND  RETAILERS  TO  HELP  REDUCE  INFANT  EXPOSURE  TO 

6  BISPHENOL  A  (BPA)  BY  VOLUNTARILY  BANNING  THE  DISTRIBUTION  OR 

7  SALE  OF  BABY  BOTTLES  CONTAINING  BPA. 


8  WHEREAS,  Bisphenol  A  (BPA),  is  one  of  the  highest  volume  chemicals, 

9  produced  worldwide,  and  is  used  as  a  key  component  of  polycarbonate  plastic; 

10  and, 

1 1  WHEREAS,  biomonitoring  studies  conducted  by  the  United  States  Center 

12  for  Disease  Control  and  Prevention  have  established  that  BPA  is  present  in  93% 

13  of  Americans  six  years  and  older;  and, 

14  WHEREAS,  BPA  is  a  suspected  endocrine  disruptor  that  could  potentially 

15  damage  human  health;  and, 

16  WHEREAS,  newborns  and  infants  are  a  population  particularly  vulnerable 

17  to  endocrine  disrupting  effects  of  BPA;  and, 

18  WHEREAS,  the  United  States  federal  government  has  the  authority  to 

19  regulate  BPA  but  to  date  has  not  taken  protective  action  even  though  an  expert 

20  panel  from  the  National  Toxicology  Program  (NTP)  Center  for  the  Evaluation  of 

21  ,  Risks  to  Human  Reproduction  (CERHR)  expressed  some  concern  that,  in  infants 

22  and  children,  exposure  to  BPA  causes  neural  and  behavioral  effects;  and, 

23  WHEREAS,  while  international  scientific  bodies  have  not  reached  a 

24  consensus  about  the  potential  harm  posed  by  exposure  to  BPA,  Canada  has 

25  banned  polycarbonate  baby  bottles  and  is  developing  stringent  limits  for  the 

26  leaching  of  BPA  from  infant  formula  cans;  and, 

1 
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FILE  NO.  2008-16-COE 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


1  WHEREAS,  in  2003  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Board  of 

2  Supervisors  (San  Francisco)  adopted  the  Precautionary  Principle  as  the 

3  foundation  for  its  Environment  Code,  mandating  anticipatory  action  to  prevent 

4  harm;  and  is  committed  to  reducing  unnecessary  risks  for  its  residents;  and, 

5  WHEREAS,  due  to  widespread  public  concern  about  the  safety  of 

6  products  containing  BPA,  manufacturers  such  as  Playtex  and  Nalgene  have 

7  adopted  a  precautionary  approach  and  have  moved  to  voluntarily  eliminate  BPA 

8  from  their  products;  and, 

9  WHEREAS,  national  retailers  like  Wal-Mart,  Whole  Foods,  and  Toys-R-Us 

10  are  also  supporting  such  a  precautionary  approach  and  are  no  longer  selling 

1 1  products  designed  for  young  children  that  contain  BPA;  and, 

12  WHEREAS,  in  2005  San  Francisco  adopted  the  United  Nations  Urban 

13  Environmental  Accords  which  calls  on  cities  to  regulate  or  reduce  the  use  of  toxic 

14  chemicals  used  by  the  city  or  its  residents;  and, 

15  WHEREAS,  in  2007  San  Francisco  adopted  the  Healthy  Products  Healthy 

16  Children  Ordinance  that  banned  chemicals  called  phthalates  from  being  sold  in 

17  children's  products  and  emphasized  the  importance  of  taking  future  action  to 

18  address  the  issue  of  BPA;  and, 

19  WHEREAS,  a  recent  survey  of  San  Francisco  retail  stores,  found  that 

20  approximately  75  percent  of  baby  bottles  offered  for  sale  in  those  stores  contain 

21  BPA;  and, 

22  WHEREAS,  a  number  of  San  Francisco  hospitals  distribute  plastic  baby 

23  bottles  to  new  mothers;  and, 

24  WHEREAS,  many  alternatives  to  polycarbonate  baby  bottles  containing 

25  BPA  exist  and  are  available  on  the  United  States  market;  now,  therefore,  be  it 
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FILE  NO.  2008-16-COE 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


1  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Board  of 

2  Supervisors  to  take  action  to  urge  San  Francisco  hospitals  and  retailers  to  help 

3  reduce  the  exposure  of  infants  to  BPA  by  voluntarily  discontinuing  the  distribution 

4  and  sale  of  baby  bottles  that  contain  BPA. 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
POLICY  COMMITTEE 


REGULAR  MEETING 
DRAFT  MINUTES 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 


7! 


Monday,  September  8,  2008,  5:00  P.M. 


OCT  1  6  2008 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


City  Hall,  Room  421 


ff 


One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


)MMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
rieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  was  called  to  order  at  5:05  p.m.  Present: 
Chair  Wald,  Vice-Chair  Gravanis,  Commissioner  Martin 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  August  18,  2008  Policy  Committee  Rescheduled  Meeting.  (Discussion 
and  Action).  Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  Martin,  the  August  18, 
2008  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  as  written  without  objection  (Explanatory  Document:  August  18, 
2008  Approved  Minutes). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Resolution  supporting  the  "Integrated  Preferred  Alternative"  Marine  Protected  Area  (MPA) 
Network  for  the  North  Central  Coast  of  California  for  recommendation  to  the  Commission  on  the 
Environment.  (Discussion  and  Action)  (Explanatory  Documents:  Draft  Resolution  File  2008-1 5-COE 
and  Supporting  Documentation)  Sponsor:  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld;  Speaker:  Mr.  Keith  Weissglass, 
Pacific  Outreach  Coordinator,  Ocean  Conservancy 

Mr.  Weissglass  reported  that  he  is  appearing  before  the  Policy  Committee  on  behalf  of  Ocean 
Conservancy's  35,000  California  members,  conservation  colleagues,  and  San  Francisco  residents  who 
support  healthy  oceans.  It  was  explained  that  Director  Blumenfeld  in  2005  wrote  a  letter  applauding  the 
Marine  Life  Protection  Act  Initiative  and  urging  protection  of  the  Bay  Area's  coast  as  a  priority.  The 
initiative  is  creating  a  science-based  statewide  network  of  marine  protected  areas  to  restore  California's 
underwater  habitats  and  wildlife.  Mr.  Weissglass  requested  the  Commission's  continued  support  from 
the  City  for  the  Marine  Life  Protection  Initiative  by  endorsing  a  plan  called  the  "Integrated  Preferred 
Alternative"  (IPA)  that  would  protect  20%  of  state  waters  off  of  San  Francisco's  coast.  The  Plan  is  a 
result  of  more  than  a  year's  work  by  a  diverse  group  of  stakeholders  ranging  from  fishermen,  to 
conservationists,  to  state  agencies,  and  included  San  Francisco  residents.  The  IPA  is  a  compromised 
plan  that  has  support  from  Ocean  Conservancy,  fellow  conservation  groups,  California  Academy  of 
Sciences,  local  fishermen,  Aquarium  of  the  Bay,  and  the  City  of  Pacifica.  The  Commission's  support 
would  show  that  San  Franciscans  value  our  ocean  legacy  and  want  to  see  a  strong  plan  that  would 
restore  the  health  of  our  coastal  waters  for  future  generations  to  enjoy. 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 


Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 


Vice-Chair  Gravanis  reported  that  she  is  impressed  by  all  of  the  work  that  has  been  accomplished  on 
this  effort  and  is  in  full  support.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  restrictions  to  access  to  the 
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protected  areas.  Mr.  Weissglass  reported  that  certain  levels  of  restrictions  would  be  placed  on  taking 
or  destruction  of  marine  life,  but  would  still  allow  access  to  kayakers  and  divers.  The  strongest 
protection  would  restrict  all  taking  of  wildlife.  "California's  Ocean  Legacy:  Marine  Protected  Areas  on 
the  North  Central  Coast"  was  distributed  that  included  a  map  of  North  Central  Coast  marine  protected 
areas  and  levels  of  protection.  Mr.  Weissglass  reported  that  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  has  a 
list  of  what  each  area  allows  and  restricts. 

Mr.  Weissglass  reported  that  Ocean  Conservancy  will  be  holding  an  International  Coastal  Cleanup  on 
September  20th,  which  is  the  world's  largest  environmental  cleanup  of  trash  from  oceans  and 
waterways  and  collected-trash  would  be  recorded. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  asked  whether  the  plan  would  address  discharges  of  potentially  toxic  material.  Mr. 
Weissglass  explained  that  there  is  potential  for  researching  this  area,  but  it  has  not  yet  been  the  focus. 
Mr.  Weissglass  stated  that  he  would  review  the  law  for  additional  information  in  this  area.  Chair  Wald 
reported  that  the  focus  is  on  the  "take"  because  they  want  to  set  up  areas  where  fish  can  be  protected 
in  order  to  rebuild  population  areas  in  stressed  areas.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  asked  Mr.  Weissglass  for 
any  suggestions  that  he  or  other  stakeholders  might  have  into  the  Wildlife  Management  Plan. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Sara  Aminzadeh,  San  Francisco  Baykeeper,  reported  that  San  Francisco 
Baykeeper  is  a  member  of  the  statewide  alliance,  California  Coastkeeper  Alliance.  Ms.  Aminzadeh 
reported  Baykeeper  has  worked  on  the  Marine  Life  Protection  Initiative  for  the  past  year  and  spoke  in 
full  support  of  the  plan.  It  was  stated  that  even  if  the  implementation  has  not  reached  the  Bay  Area  at 
this  time,  that  it  is  important  to  protect  marine  eco-systems  in  neighboring  coastal  areas  that  would 
have  an  affect  on  our  waters.  Director  Blumenfeld  inquired  about  enforcement  proceedings  to  mitigate 
pollution  to  the  bay.  Ms.  Aminzadeh  stated  that  in  terms  of  water  quality,  key  program  areas  are 
focused  on  MLPA,  sewage,  storm  water,  agricultural  and  industrial  pollution.  It  was  explained  that  San 
Francisco  Baykeeper  enforces  the  Clean  Water  Act  and  discussed  current  litigation  in  process. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  moved  adoption  of  the  Resolution,  second  by  Commissioner  Martin  without 
objection  (AYES:  Chair  Wald,  Vice-Chair  Gravanis,  and  Commissioner  Martin).  The  Draft  Resolution 
would  be  forwarded  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  for  consideration  at  their  October  30,  2008 
meeting.  Mr.  Weissglass  explained  that  this  issue  is  before  the  Fish  and  Game  Commission  that  will  be 
holding  a  hearing  on  October  2,  but  a  final  decision  would  not  be  reached  until  January  or  February  of 
2009.  Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  he  would  write  a  letter  of  support  on  behalf  of  the  Department 
and  the  Committee  for  Mr.  Weissglass  to  present  to  the  Fish  and  Game  Commission. 

5.  Department  Update  on  Urban  Forest  Activities.  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion)  (Explanatory 
Document:  Urban  Forestry  Council  Annual  Report)  Sponsor:  Chair  Johanna  Wald;  Staff  Speaker:  Ms. 
Mei  Ling  Hui,  Urban  Forestry  Council  Coordinator 

Ms.  Hui  reported  on  her  work  supporting  the  Urban  Forestry  Council,  an  advisory  body  on  urban 
forestry  issues  to  the  Mayor  and  Board  of  Supervisors  and  that  serves  as  a  venue  for  urban  forest 
stakeholders  and  managers  to  work  collaboratively  together.  Ms.  Hui  discussed  the  Urban  Forestry 
Council  Annual  Report  that  was  recently  submitted  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  Topics  discussed 
included: 

•    Many  of  the  urban  forest  reports  (Street  Tree  Analysis,  UFORE,  etc.)  that  were  cited  in  the  Annual 
Report  have  not  been  updated  since  2003  or  2004  with  the  exception  of  minor  edits  because  of  a 
lack  of  funding.  Ms.  Hui  explained  that  she  is  working  with  other  groups  on  a  five-year  follow  up  to 
the  UFORE  report  that  she  hope  can  be  accomplished  at  low  or  no  cost  and  is  scheduled  for 
completion  in  2010. 
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•  A  number  of  departments,  agencies,  and  non-profit  organizations  that  are  urban  forest  managers  in 
San  Francisco  did  not  respond  to  the  survey  requesting  information  on  their  urban  forestry 
activities,  accomplishments  and  challenges.  An  effort  is  being  made  by  the  Director  of  Greening  to 
work  with  these  agencies  to  provide  the  reports.  An  addendum  to  the  report  will  be  submitted  if 
responses  are  received.  The  Recreation  and  Park  Department's  section  was  added  from 
information  provided  at  a  Board  of  Supervisors  Committee  meeting  as  they  were  one  of  the 
departments  that  had  not  responded  to  the  survey.  Ms.  Hui  explained  that  most  of  the  responders 
indicated  they  lack  staff  and  resources  to  adequately  manage  the  trees  that  are  under  their 
jurisdiction,  with  the  exception  of  the  Airport. 

Chair  Wald  recommended  that  a  regulation  be  established  that  mandates  responses  to  the  survey 
in  order  to  better  track  what  is  happening  to  existing  trees  and  where  new  trees  are  being  planted. 
It  was  stated  that  the  current  regulatory  scheme  is  not  making  sure  this  information  is  provided. 
Director  Blumenfeld  explained  that  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  Ordinance  requires  that  this 
information  be  provided.  Ms.  Hui  stated  that  agencies  are  required  to  provide  the  information,  but 
that  they  may  not  be  tracking  the  information  accordingly  (number  of  trees  planted,  removed  and 
maintained).  Commissioner  Martin  recommended  contacting  the  agency  individually.  Ms.  Hui 
stated  that  each  contact  was  sent  the  survey  directly.  Director  Blumenfeld  and  Chair  Wald 
recommended  inviting  individual  contacts  to  the  Policy  Committee  to  encourage  them  to  participate. 

Chair  Wald  recommended  that  a  single  database  be  established  so  instead  of  compiling  information 
for  the  Council,  agencies  would  have  an  ongoing  tracking  system.  Ms.  Hui  discussed  the 
availability  of  the  San  Francisco  Tree  Map,  which  will  maintain  tree  data  in  a  database  and  provides 
for  web  access  to  tree  data,  a  key  for  maintenance  and  planting  efforts.  It  was  stated  that  there  is  a 
need  for  buy-in  by  departments  and  relevant  agencies  to  make  the  project  successful.  Ms.  Hui 
discussed  the  potential  to  obtain  tree  information  by  involving  schools  as  part  of  the  curriculum  for 
certain  classes. .  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  Department  could  have  a  work  day  inputting 
trees  into  a  GPS.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended  that  private  property  owners  not  be  allowed 
to  interface  with  the  Tree  Map  if  reliable  information  is  to  be  provided.  Ms.  Hui  explained  that  the 
database  has  a  color-coded  control  mechanism  that  shows  who  inputs  the  data. 

•  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  the  current  model  we  have  is  deficient  and  is  resulting  in  trees  that 
at  best  are  not  taken  care  of  and  at  worst  are  deplorable.  It  was  recommended  that  alternatives  be 
researched,  e.g.,  to  designate  DPW  or  some  other  entity  that  knows  about  proper  pruning  and  tree 
care  and  is  willing  to  do  so.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  we  are  asking  lay  people  to  maintain 
our  trees.  In  addition,  citizens  are  asked  if  they  want  a  tree  and  have  an  option  to  not  have  a  tree 
which  is  a  stumbling  block  to  growing  San  Francisco's  urban  forest.  San  Francisco  should 
collectively  decide  what  our  forest  should  be  and  not  piece  meal  property  by  property.  Chair  Wald 
asked  what  other  cities  do.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  other  cities  are  required  to  have  trees. 
Coordinator  Hui  stated  that  those  cities  provide  care  for  all  of  the  trees.  Coordinator  Hui  reported 
that  the  Council  has  been  discussing  a  requirement  that  anyone  working  on  a  tree  gets  a  certain 
certification  from  the  City  or  another  source.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  there  is  currently  little 
enforcement  on  pruning  rules.  Ms.  Hui  reported  that  there  has  been  discussion  on  creating  a  new 
homeowner  packet  on  proper  pruning/maintenance  for  trees.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended  a 
finding  a  more  sustainable  long-term  solution.  A  discussion  was  held  on  the  positive  aspects  of 
community  benefit  districts  providing  maintenance  and  planting  of  trees. 

Street  trees  are  maintained  by  both  the  Department  of  Public  Works  and  private  property  owners, 
and  trees  on  private  property  are  the  responsibility  of  property  owners.  Many  property  owners 
actively  tend  to  their  trees,  but  many  neglect  or  destroy  trees  through  improper  maintenance, 


Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee 
September  8,  2008  Draft  Meeting  Minutes 
Page  4 


pruning,  etc.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  information  that  was  available  on  private 
property  trees.  Ms.  Hui  reported  on  the  social  survey  that  was  commissioned  by  the  Council  of 
1 100  residents  on  public  opinion  of  urban  trees.  Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  the  UFORE 
report  is  a  comprehensive  survey  of  San  Francisco's  urban  forest  that  includes  trees  on  private  and 
public  property.  Ms.  Hui  reported  that  the  information  provided  in  this  report  addresses  the  health 
and  number  of  trees,  but  not  how  well  private  property  owners  are  taking  care  of  their  trees. 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  that  the  Urban  Forest  Master  Plan  process  propose  an 
alternative  to  what  is  currently  available  for  maintenance  of  privately-maintained  street  trees.  Ms.  6, 
Hui  reported  that  the  Department  of  Public  Works  is  interested  in  taking  over  the  care  of  all  street 
trees  along  with  other  relevant  agencies,  e.g.  MUNI,  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission. 
However,  while  DPW  would  like  to  assume  the  care  of  a  greater  portion  of  the  urban  forest,  they 
lack  the  resources  to  provide  the  level  of  care  they  would  like  to  the  trees  that  are  currently  their 
responsibility  to  maintain.  An  immediate  concern  is  that  the  number  of  trees  they  are  supposed  to 
be  maintaining  in  the  next  few  years  as  a  result  of  current  programs  ("Trees  for  Tomorrow")  is 
increasing,  but  their  tree  care  budget  is  not. 

•  Director  Blumenfeld  asked  Ms.  Hui  to  report  on  the  City's  progress  planting  trees  in  underserved 
neighborhoods.  Ms.  Hui  stated  that  the  Street  Tree  Analysis  report  was  completed  in  2003,  so  she 
does  not  have  current  information;  however,  there  has  been  an  effort  to  plant  trees  in  the 
southeastern  area  of  the  City.  The  Department  of  the  Environment  has  a  grant  for  residents  to 
plant  trees  in  Bayview  and  Potrero  Hill  neighborhoods  for  free.  Ms.  Hui  reported  that  in  addition, 
Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  received  a  grant  to  plant  trees  in  the  Sunset  District  for  free. 

•  Urban  Forest  Master  Plan  Draft  is  scheduled  to  be  available  in  March  or  spring  2009.  There  has 
been  only  one  meeting  on  this  Plan,  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  would  be  used  as  a  venue  to 
supply  information  to  the  public.  Mr.  Andres  Power,  Project  Manager,  would  be  discussing  the  Plan 
at  the  September  26  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting. 

Commissioner  Martin  left  the  meeting  at  this  time. 

•  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  when  she  was  working  on  the  Annual  Report  for  the  Integrated  Pest 
Management  (IPM)  program,  more  information  was  received  from  departments  when  they  were 
invited  to  appear  before  the  Commission  to  discuss  their  activities.  It  also  helps  to  say  that  there  is 
a  particular  Commissioner  who  is  particularly  interested  in  their  input.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated 
that  while  it  would  be  good  to  know  the  number  and  status  of  the  trees  in  Recreation  &  Park 
Department's  jurisdiction,  she  feels  that,  given  limited  staff  and  resources,  it  is  more  important  for 
the  Commission  to  focus  more  on  street  trees  and  on  environmental  justice  goals,  to  make  sure 
that  trees  are  planted  and  maintained  in  areas  that  are  currently  underserved.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis 
discussed  methods  to  educate  people,  such  as  pruning  tip  flyers  affixed  to  doorknobs,  Friends  of 
the  Urban  Forest  workshops,  and  real  estate  agent  cooperation  for  new  home  buyers  regarding 
tree  ownership.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  these  solutions  are  "band-aids"  and  that  a  long- 
term  solution  should  be  considered,  e.g.  doing  a  cost-benefit  analysis  of  the  feasibility  of  DPW 
maintaining  all  trees  and  pros  of  cons  of  doing  so.  The  focus  should  also  be  on  making  sure  that 
there  is  a  commitment  from  homeowners  or  tenants  to  maintain  trees  that  are  being  offered  for 
planting  if  DPW  is  not  going  to  do  it.  . 

Ms.  Hui  reported  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  is  considering  proposed  legislation  to  restructure  the  ?, 
Urban  Forestry  Council  to  eleven  voting  members  and  four  advisory  members  that  could  take  effect 
around  the  end  of  September  if  it  passes.  It  was  explained  that  the  Council  Chair  wrote  a  letter 
supporting  the  current  legislation.  Ms.  Hui  stated  that  all  members  would  have  to  be  reappointed  or 
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new  members  would  be  appointed  to  the  Council.  The  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  had  been  revised  to 
create  noticing  requirements  and  extend  the  temporary  tree  protection  period  from  180  to  215  days  and 
add  another  30  days  of  protection  for  after  the  ordinance  is  signed  by  the  Mayor.  In  addition,  the 
Council  has  been  working  on  new  improved  landmark  tree  criteria  that  they  have  adopted  for  the  Board 
to  consider.  Ms.  Hui  was  commended  for  her  work  on  urban  forestry  activities  and  was  thanked  for  her 
presentation. 

6.  Urban  Environmental  Accord  Action  16:  Every  year,  identify  one  product,  chemical,  or  compound 
that  is  used  within  the  city  that  represents  the  greatest  risk  to  human  health  and  adopt  a  law  and 
provide  incentives  to  reduce  or  eliminate  its  use  by  the  municipal  government.  Resolution  for  urging 
the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  Urge  Local  Hospitals  and  Retailers  to  Help  Reduce 
Infant  Exposure  to  Bisphenol  A  (BPA)  by  Voluntarily  Banning  the  Distribution  or  Sale  of  Baby 
Bottles  Containing  BPA  for  recommendation  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment. 
(Explanatory  Document:  Resolution  File  No.  2008-1 6-COE)  (Discussion  and  Action)  Sponsor:  Director 
Jared  Blumenfeld;  Staff  Speaker:  Ms.  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager 

Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  it  may  not  be  possible  to  pass  a  law  to  ban  Bisphenol  A  (BPA),  so  a 
voluntary  approach  is  being  recommended  for  hospitals/retailers  to  refrain  from  distributing  or  selling 
baby  bottles  that  contain  BPA.  Ms.  Raphael  introduced  Commercial  Toxic  Reduction  Team  members 
Ms.  Karen  Andrade,  Ms.  Sushma  Dhulipala,  and  Ms.  Cynthia  Knowles.  It  was  reported  that  Ms. 
Andrade  and  volunteers  surveyed  stores  and  hospitals  to  determine  which  brands  were  being 
distributed  or  sold  as  reflected  in  the  survey  results  "San  Francisco-Baby  Bottles  in  Retail  and  Hospitals 
Survey  Results."  Hospitals  that  are  not  shown  on  the  list  do  not  distribute  baby  bottles.  Hospitals 
shown  on  the  list  have  stopped  distributing  Bisphenol  A  baby  bottles.  The  stores  on  the  list  that  sell 
baby  bottles  containing  Bisphenol  A  also  stock  alternatives  as  reflected  in  the  column  "%  of  bottles 
containing  BPA  (estimated)";  however,  the  survey  results  reflect  information  researched  from  a  number 
of  San  Francisco  chain  stores,  but  may  not  reflect  what  all  of  the  stores  carry.  Ms.  Raphael  explained 
that  there  is  no  reason  from  a  market  standpoint  not  to  carry  alternatives  to  BPA  baby  bottles.  The 
Board  action  would  be  asking  for  a  voluntary  phase  out  of  BPA  containing  baby  bottles,  and  retailers 
would  be  targeted. 

Chair  Wald  asked  why  the  Resolution  is  asking  only  for  a  voluntary  ban.  Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  the 
Federal  Drug  Administration  (FDA)  has  preempted  local  governments  from  taking  actions  stricter  than 
theirs.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended  that  the  retailers  that  do  carry  BPA  baby  bottles  clearly  label 
their  products  of  this  fact. 

Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  second  by  Chair  Wald,  the  Policy  Committee  approved  Draft 
Resolution  File  No.  2008-1 6-COE  with  amendments  that  include  revising  the  language  to  state  that 
"The  San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  to  take  action  to  pass  a  Resolution  urging  San  Francisco  hospitals  and  retailers  to  help 
reduce  infant  exposure  to  Bisphenol  A  (BPA)  by  banning  the  sale  and  distribution  of  baby  bottles 
containing  BPA"  (Explanatory  Document:  Policy  Committee  Final  Resolution  No.  001-08- 
COEPolicv).  The  Policy  Committee  Resolution  would  be  forwarded  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for 
their  consideration.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  would  also  be  asked  to  approve  the 
Resolution  at  their  next  meeting. 

7.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  (1)  urged  people  to  participate  in  the  coastal 
cleanup  at  Pier  94.  Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  additional  information  about  the  Coastal  Cleanup 
event  would  be  posted  on  the  Department's  website;  (2)  announced  the  "No  Drugs  Down  the  Drain" 
campaign  to  be  held  on  October  4-11,  which  is  an  opportunity  to  dispose  of  all  medications  which  is 
so  hard  to  do  in  San  Francisco;  and  (3)  the  PUC's  Eco-Fair  on  October  1 1 .  Ms.  Raphael  reported  that 
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she  is  working  with  the  Mayor's  Office  in  order  to  request  additional  participation  from  the  San 
Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  and  discussed  the  significant  legal,  environmental,  and  financial 
hurdles  associated  with  the  collection  of  pharmaceuticals  that  are  being  worked  through.  Director 
Blumenfeld  recommended  consideration  of  extending  the  sell-by  date  so  there  would  be  fewer 
pharmaceuticals  to  dispose  of.  Ms.  Dhulipala  discussed  the  movement  in  Europe  influencing  doctors  to 
prescribe  less  toxic  medications.  Ms.  Raphael  announced  that  Sweden  issued  a  report  listing  which 
medicines  are  Perisistent,  Bioaccumulative  and  Toxic  (PBT's)  and  which  are  likely  to  bio-cumulate  in 
water.  Director  Blumenfeld  requested  that  this  report  be  presented  to  the  Commission  at  a  future 
meeting.  Chair  Wald  discussed  how  producer  responsibility  relates  to  this  issue.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis 
discussed  how  toxic  chemicals  in  water  pose  an  obstacle  to  water  recycling.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that 
Los  Angeles  is  requesting  that  their  residents  put  pharmaceuticals  in  the  trash  for  that  reason.  Director 
Blumenfeld  requested  that  this  topic  be  placed  on  the  November  Policy  Committee  agenda  for  further 
discussion. 

Director  Blumenfeld  announced  that  the  November  7  Commission  Annual  Retreat's  topic  of  discussion 
would  be  on  the  implementation  of  the  new  green  economy.  Committee  members  and  participants 
discussed  the  Mayor's  press  release  on  the  new  green  roof  bus  shelter  at  the  Civic  Center. 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion).  Ms.  Fish  reported  on  Ms.  LeCar's  email  in 
opposition  to  installation  of  artificial  turf  in  San  Francisco's  playgrounds.  Director  Blumenfeld 
recommended  that  this  issue  be  discussed  at  the  next  October  Policy  Committee  meeting. 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

10.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  6:50  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the 
hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting.asp?id=61005.  (3)  by  clicking 
on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  41 5-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at 
Monica. Fish(5)sfqov. org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  Explanatory  documents  that  are  received  after  posting  of  this  agenda  are 
available  on  the  website  or  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  the  contact  information  listed  above. 

Approved: 
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OMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
arieFrancis  Martin 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 


Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  was  called  to  order  at  5:05  p.m.  Present: 
Chair  Wald,  Vice-Chair  Gravanis,  Commissioner  Martin 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  August  18,  2008  Policy  Committee  Rescheduled  Meeting.  (Discussion 
and  Action).  Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  Martin,  the  August  18, 
2008  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  as  written  without  objection  (Explanatory  Document:  August  18, 
2008  Approved  Minutes). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Resolution  supporting  the  "Integrated  Preferred  Alternative"  Marine  Protected  Area  (MPA) 
Network  for  the  North  Central  Coast  of  California  for  recommendation  to  the  Commission  on  the 
Environment.  (Discussion  and  Action)  (Explanatory  Documents:  Draft  Resolution  File  2008-1 5-COE 
and  Supporting  Documentation)  Sponsor:  Director  Jared  Blumenfeld;  Speaker:  Mr.  Keith  Weissglass, 
Pacific  Outreach  Coordinator,  Ocean  Conservancy 

Mr.  Weissglass  reported  that  he  is  appearing  before  the  Policy  Committee  on  behalf  of  Ocean 
Conservancy's  35,000  California  members,  conservation  colleagues,  and  San  Francisco  residents  who 
support  healthy  oceans.  It  was  explained  that  Director  Blumenfeld  in  2005  wrote  a  letter  applauding  the 
Marine  Life  Protection  Act  Initiative  and  urging  protection  of  the  Bay  Area's  coast  as  a  priority.  The 
initiative  is  creating  a  science-based  statewide  network  of  marine  protected  areas  to  restore  California's 
underwater  habitats  and  wildlife.  Mr.  Weissglass  requested  the  Commission's  continued  support  from 
the  City  for  the  Marine  Life  Protection  Initiative  by  endorsing  a  plan  called  the  "Integrated  Preferred 
Alternative"  (IPA)  that  would  protect  20%  of  state  waters  off  of  San  Francisco's  coast.  The  Plan  is  a 
result  of  more  than  a  year's  work  by  a  diverse  group  of  stakeholders  ranging  from  fishermen,  to 
conservationists,  to  state  agencies,  and  included  San  Francisco  residents.  The  IPA  is  a  compromised 
plan  that  has  support  from  Ocean  Conservancy,  fellow  conservation  groups,  California  Academy  of 
Sciences,  local  fishermen,  Aquarium  of  the  Bay,  and  the  City  of  Pacifica.  The  Commission's  support 
would  show  that  San  Franciscans  value  our  ocean  legacy  and  want  to  see  a  strong  plan  that  would 
restore  the  health  of  our  coastal  waters  for  future  generations  to  enjoy. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  reported  that  she  is  impressed  by  all  of  the  work  that  has  been  accomplished  on 
this  effort  and  is  in  full  support.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  restrictions  to  access  to  the 
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protected  areas.  Mr.  Weissglass  reported  that  certain  levels  of  restrictions  would  be  placed  on  taking 
or  destruction  of  marine  life,  but  would  still  allow  access  to  kayakers  and  divers.  The  strongest 
protection  would  restrict  all  taking  of  wildlife.  "California's  Ocean  Legacy:  Marine  Protected  Areas  on 
the  North  Central  Coast"  was  distributed  that  included  a  map  of  North  Central  Coast  marine  protected 
areas  and  levels  of  protection.  Mr.  Weissglass  reported  that  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  has  a 
list  of  what  each  area  allows  and  restricts. 

Mr.  Weissglass  reported  that  Ocean  Conservancy  will  be  holding  an  International  Coastal  Cleanup  on 
September  20th,  which  is  the  world's  largest  environmental  cleanup  of  trash  from  oceans  and 
waterways  and  collected-trash  would  be  recorded. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  asked  whether  the  plan  would  address  discharges  of  potentially  toxic  material.  Mr. 
Weissglass  explained  that  there  is  potential  for  researching  this  area,  but  it  has  not  yet  been  the  focus. 
Mr.  Weissglass  stated  that  he  would  review  the  law  for  additional  information  in  this  area.  Chair  Wald 
reported  that  the  focus  is  on  the  "take"  because  they  want  to  set  up  areas  where  fish  can  be  protected 
in  order  to  rebuild  population  areas  in  stressed  areas.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  asked  Mr.  Weissglass  for 
any  suggestions  that  he  or  other  stakeholders  might  have  into  the  Wildlife  Management  Plan. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Sara  Aminzadeh,  San  Francisco  Baykeeper,  reported  that  San  Francisco 
Baykeeper  is  a  member  of  the  statewide  alliance,  California  Coastkeeper  Alliance.  Ms.  Aminzadeh 
reported  Baykeeper  has  worked  on  the  Marine  Life  Protection  Initiative  for  the  past  year  and  spoke  in 
full  support  of  the  plan.  It  was  stated  that  even  if  the  implementation  has  not  reached  the  Bay  Area  at 
this  time,  that  it  is  important  to  protect  marine  eco-systems  in  neighboring  coastal  areas  that  would 
have  an  affect  on  our  waters.  Director  Blumenfeld  inquired  about  enforcement  proceedings  to  mitigate 
pollution  to  the  bay.  Ms.  Aminzadeh  stated  that  in  terms  of  water  quality,  key  program  areas  are 
focused  on  MLPA,  sewage,  storm  water,  agricultural  and  industrial  pollution.  It  was  explained  that  San 
Francisco  Baykeeper  enforces  the  Clean  Water  Act  and  discussed  current  litigation  in  process. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  moved  adoption  of  the  Resolution,  second  by  Commissioner  Martin  without 
objection  (AYES:  Chair  Wald,  Vice-Chair  Gravanis,  and  Commissioner  Martin).  The  Draft  Resolution 
would  be  forwarded  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  for  consideration  at  their  October  30,  2008 
meeting.  Mr.  Weissglass  explained  that  this  issue  is  before  the  Fish  and  Game  Commission  that  will  be 
holding  a  hearing  on  October  2,  but  a  final  decision  would  not  be  reached  until  January  or  February  of 
2009.  Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  he  would  write  a  letter  of  support  on  behalf  of  the  Department 
and  the  Committee  for  Mr.  Weissglass  to  present  to  the  Fish  and  Game  Commission. 

5.  Department  Update  on  Urban  Forest  Activities.  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion)  (Explanatory 
Document:  Urban  Forestry  Council  Annual  Report)  Sponsor:  Chair  Johanna  Wald;  Staff  Speaker:  Ms. 
Mei  Ling  Hui,  Urban  Forestry  Council  Coordinator 

Ms.  Hui  reported  on  her  work  supporting  the  Urban  Forestry  Council,  an  advisory  body  on  urban 
forestry  issues  to  the  Mayor  and  Board  of  Supervisors  and  that  serves  as  a  venue  for  urban  forest 
stakeholders  and  managers  to  work  collaboratively  together.  Ms.  Hui  discussed  the  Urban  Forestry 
Council  Annual  Report  that  was  recently  submitted  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  Topics  discussed 
included: 

•    Many  of  the  urban  forest  reports  (Street  Tree  Analysis,  UFORE,  etc.)  that  were  cited  in  the  Annual 
Report  have  not  been  updated  since  2003  or  2004  with  the  exception  of  minor  edits  because  of  a 
lack  of  funding.  Ms.  Hui  explained  that  she  is  working  with  other  groups  on  a  five-year  follow  up  to 
the  UFORE  report  that  she  hope  can  be  accomplished  at  low  or  no  cost  and  is  scheduled  for 
completion  in  2010. 
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•  A  number  of  departments,  agencies,  and  non-profit  organizations  that  are  urban  forest  managers  in 
San  Francisco  did  not  respond  to  the  survey  requesting  information  on  their  urban  forestry 
activities,  accomplishments  and  challenges.  An  effort  is  being  made  by  the  Director  of  Greening  to 
work  with  these  agencies  to  provide  the  reports.  An  addendum  to  the  report  will  be  submitted  if 
responses  are  received.  The  Recreation  and  Park  Department's  section  was  added  from 
information  provided  at  a  Board  of  Supervisors  Committee  meeting  as  they  were  one  of  the 
departments  that  had  not  responded  to  the  survey.  Ms.  Hui  explained  that  most  of  the  responders 
indicated  they  lack  staff  and  resources  to  adequately  manage  the  trees  that  are  under  their 
jurisdiction,  with  the  exception  of  the  Airport. 

Chair  Wald  recommended  that  a  regulation  be  established  that  mandates  responses  to  the  survey 
in  order  to  better  track  what  is  happening  to  existing  trees  and  where  new  trees  are  being  planted. 
It  was  stated  that  the  current  regulatory  scheme  is  not  making  sure  this  information  is  provided. 
Director  Blumenfeld  explained  that  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  Ordinance  requires  that  this 
information  be  provided.  Ms.  Hui  stated  that  agencies  are  required  to  provide  the  information,  but 
that  they  may  not  be  tracking  the  information  accordingly  (number  of  trees  planted,  removed  and 
maintained).  Commissioner  Martin  recommended  contacting  the  agency  individually.  Ms.  Hui 
stated  that  each  contact  was  sent  the  survey  directly.  Director  Blumenfeld  and  Chair  Wald 
recommended  inviting  individual  contacts  to  the  Policy  Committee  to  encourage  them  to  participate. 

Chair  Wald  recommended  that  a  single  database  be  established  so  instead  of  compiling  information 
for  the  Council,  agencies  would  have  an  ongoing  tracking  system.  Ms.  Hui  discussed  the 
availability  of  the  San  Francisco  Tree  Map,  which  will  maintain  tree  data  in  a  database  and  provides 
for  web  access  to  tree  data,  a  key  for  maintenance  and  planting  efforts.  It  was  stated  that  there  is  a 
need  for  buy-in  by  departments  and  relevant  agencies  to  make  the  project  successful.  Ms.  Hui 
discussed  the  potential  to  obtain  tree  information  by  involving  schools  as  part  of  the  curriculum  for 
certain  classes.  .  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  Department  could  have  a  work  day  inputting 
trees  into  a  GPS.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended  that  private  property  owners  not  be  allowed 
to  interface  with  the  Tree  Map  if  reliable  information  is  to  be  provided.  Ms.  Hui  explained  that  the 
database  has  a  color-coded  control  mechanism  that  shows  who  inputs  the  data. 

•  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  the  current  model  we  have  is  deficient  and  is  resulting  in  trees  that 
at  best  are  not  taken  care  of  and  at  worst  are  deplorable.  It  was  recommended  that  alternatives  be 
researched,  e.g.,  to  designate  DPW  or  some  other  entity  that  knows  about  proper  pruning  and  tree 
care  and  is  willing  to  do  so.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  we  are  asking  lay  people  to  maintain 
our  trees.  In  addition,  citizens  are  asked  if  they  want  a  tree  and  have  an  option  to  not  have  a  tree 
which  is  a  stumbling  block  to  growing  San  Francisco's  urban  forest.  San  Francisco  should 
collectively  decide  what  our  forest  should  be  and  not  piece  meal  property  by  property.  Chair  Wald 
asked  what  other  cities  do.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  other  cities  are  required  to  have  trees. 
Coordinator  Hui  stated  that  those  cities  provide  care  for  all  of  the  trees.  Coordinator  Hui  reported 
that  the  Council  has  been  discussing  a  requirement  that  anyone  working  on  a  tree  gets  a  certain 
certification  from  the  City  or  another  source.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  there  is  currently  little 
enforcement  on  pruning  rules.  Ms.  Hui  reported  that  there  has  been  discussion  on  creating  a  new 
homeowner  packet  on  proper  pruning/maintenance  for  trees.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended  a 
finding  a  more  sustainable  long-term  solution.  A  discussion  was  held  on  the  positive  aspects  of 
community  benefit  districts  providing  maintenance  and  planting  of  trees. 

Street  trees  are  maintained  by  both  the  Department  of  Public  Works  and  private  property  owners, 
and  trees  on  private  property  are  the  responsibility  of  property  owners.  Many  property  owners 
actively  tend  to  their  trees,  but  many  neglect  or  destroy  trees  through  improper  maintenance, 
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pruning,  etc.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  information  that  was  available  on  private 
property  trees.  Ms.  Hui  reported  on  the  social  survey  that  was  commissioned  by  the  Council  of 
1 100  residents  on  public  opinion  of  urban  trees.  Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  the  UFORE 
report  is  a  comprehensive  survey  of  San  Francisco's  urban  forest  that  includes  trees  on  private  and 
public  property.  Ms.  Hui  reported  that  the  information  provided  in  this  report  addresses  the  health 
and  number  of  trees,  but  not  how  well  private  property  owners  are  taking  care  of  their  trees. 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  that  the  Urban  Forest  Master  Plan  process  propose  an 
alternative  to  what  is  currently  available  for  maintenance  of  privately-maintained  street  trees.  Ms. 
Hui  reported  that  the  Department  of  Public  Works  is  interested  in  taking  over  the  care  of  all  street 
trees  along  with  other  relevant  agencies,  e.g.  MUNI,  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission. 
However,  while  DPW  would  like  to  assume  the  care  of  a  greater  portion  of  the  urban  forest,  they 
lack  the  resources  to  provide  the  level  of  care  they  would  like  to  the  trees  that  are  currently  their 
responsibility  to  maintain.  An  immediate  concern  is  that  the  number  of  trees  they  are  supposed  to 
be  maintaining  in  the  next  few  years  as  a  result  of  current  programs  ("Trees  for  Tomorrow")  is 
increasing,  but  their  tree  care  budget  is  not. 

•  Director  Blumenfeld  asked  Ms.  Hui  to  report  on  the  City's  progress  planting  trees  in  underserved 
neighborhoods.  Ms.  Hui  stated  that  the  Street  Tree  Analysis  report  was  completed  in  2003,  so  she 
does  not  have  current  information;  however,  there  has  been  an  effort  to  plant  trees  in  the 
southeastern  area  of  the  City.  The  Department  of  the  Environment  has  a  grant  for  residents  to 
plant  trees  in  Bayview  and  Potrero  Hill  neighborhoods  for  free.  Ms.  Hui  reported  that  in  addition, 
Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  received  a  grant  to  plant  trees  in  the  Sunset  District  for  free. 

•  Urban  Forest  Master  Plan  Draft  is  scheduled  to  be  available  in  March  or  spring  2009.  There  has 
been  only  one  meeting  on  this  Plan,  and  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  would  be  used  as  a  venue  to 
supply  information  to  the  public.  Mr.  Andres  Power,  Project  Manager,  would  be  discussing  the  Plan 
at  the  September  26  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting. 

Commissioner  Martin  left  the  meeting  at  this  time. 

•  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  when  she  was  working  on  the  Annual  Report  for  the  Integrated  Pest 
Management  (IPM)  program,  more  information  was  received  from  departments  when  they  were 
invited  to  appear  before  the  Commission  to  discuss  their  activities.  It  also  helps  to  say  that  there  is 
a  particular  Commissioner  who  is  particularly  interested  in  their  input.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated 
that  while  it  would  be  good  to  know  the  number  and  status  of  the  trees  in  Recreation  &  Park 
Department's  jurisdiction,  she  feels  that,  given  limited  staff  and  resources,  it  is  more  important  for 
the  Commission  to  focus  more  on  street  trees  and  on  environmental  justice  goals,  to  make  sure 
that  trees  are  planted  and  maintained  in  areas  that  are  currently  underserved.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis 
discussed  methods  to  educate  people,  such  as  pruning  tip  flyers  affixed  to  doorknobs,  Friends  of 
the  Urban  Forest  workshops,  and  real  estate  agent  cooperation  for  new  home  buyers  regarding 
tree  ownership.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  these  solutions  are  "band-aids"  and  that  a  long- 
term  solution  should  be  considered,  e.g.  doing  a  cost-benefit  analysis  of  the  feasibility  of  DPW 
maintaining  all  trees  and  pros  of  cons  of  doing  so.  The  focus  should  also  be  on  making  sure  that 
there  is  a  commitment  from  homeowners  or  tenants  to  maintain  trees  that  are  being  offered  for 
planting  if  DPW  is  not  going  to  do  it. 

Ms.  Hui  reported  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  is  considering  proposed  legislation  to  restructure  the 
Urban  Forestry  Council  to  eleven  voting  members  and  four  advisory  members  that  could  take  effect 
around  the  end  of  September  if  it  passes.  It  was  explained  that  the  Council  Chair  wrote  a  letter 
supporting  the  current  legislation.  Ms.  Hui  stated  that  all  members  would  have  to  be  reappointed  or 
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new  members  would  be  appointed  to  the  Council.  The  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  had  been  revised  to 
create  noticing  requirements  and  extend  the  temporary  tree  protection  period  from  180  to  215  days  and 
add  another  30  days  of  protection  for  after  the  ordinance  is  signed  by  the  Mayor.  In  addition,  the 
Council  has  been  working  on  new  improved  landmark  tree  criteria  that  they  have  adopted  for  the  Board 
to  consider.  Ms.  Hui  was  commended  for  her  work  on  urban  forestry  activities  and  was  thanked  for  her 
presentation. 

6.  Urban  Environmental  Accord  Action  16:  Every  year,  identify  one  product,  chemical,  or  compound 
that  is  used  within  the  city  that  represents  the  greatest  risk  to  human  health  and  adopt  a  law  and 
provide  incentives  to  reduce  or  eliminate  its  use  by  the  municipal  government.  Resolution  for  urging 
the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  Urge  Local  Hospitals  and  Retailers  to  Help  Reduce 
Infant  Exposure  to  Bisphenol  A  (BPA)  by  Voluntarily  Banning  the  Distribution  or  Sale  of  Baby 
Bottles  Containing  BPA  for  recommendation  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment. 
(Explanatory  Document:  Resolution  File  No.  2008-1 6-COE)  (Discussion  and  Action)  Sponsor:  Director 
Jared  Blumenfeld;  Staff  Speaker:  Ms.  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager 

Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  it  may  not  be  possible  to  pass  a  law  to  ban  Bisphenol  A  (BPA),  so  a 
voluntary  approach  is  being  recommended  for  hospitals/retailers  to  refrain  from  distributing  or  selling 
baby  bottles  that  contain  BPA.  Ms.  Raphael  introduced  Commercial  Toxic  Reduction  Team  members 
Ms.  Karen  Andrade,  Ms.  Sushma  Dhulipala,  and  Ms.  Cynthia  Knowles.  It  was  reported  that  Ms. 
Andrade  and  volunteers  surveyed  stores  and  hospitals  to  determine  which  brands  were  being 
distributed  or  sold  as  reflected  in  the  survey  results  "San  Francisco-Baby  Bottles  in  Retail  and  Hospitals 
Survey  Results."  Hospitals  that  are  not  shown  on  the  list  do  not  distribute  baby  bottles.  Hospitals 
shown  on  the  list  have  stopped  distributing  Bisphenol  A  baby  bottles.  The  stores  on  the  list  that  sell 
baby  bottles  containing  Bisphenol  A  also  stock  alternatives  as  reflected  in  the  column  "%  of  bottles 
containing  BPA  (estimated)";  however,  the  survey  results  reflect  information  researched  from  a  number 
of  San  Francisco  chain  stores,  but  may  not  reflect  what  all  of  the  stores  carry.  Ms.  Raphael  explained 
that  there  is  no  reason  from  a  market  standpoint  not  to  carry  alternatives  to  BPA  baby  bottles.  The 
Board  action  would  be  asking  for  a  voluntary  phase  out  of  BPA  containing  baby  bottles,  and  retailers 
would  be  targeted. 

Chair  Wald  asked  why  the  Resolution  is  asking  only  for  a  voluntary  ban.  Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  the 
Federal  Drug  Administration  (FDA)  has  preempted  local  governments  from  taking  actions  stricter  than 
theirs.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended  that  the  retailers  that  do  carry  BPA  baby  bottles  clearly  label 
their  products  of  this  fact. 

Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  second  by  Chair  Wald,  the  Policy  Committee  approved  Draft 
Resolution  File  No.  2008-1 6-COE  with  amendments  that  include  revising  the  language  to  state  that 
"The  San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  to  take  action  to  pass  a  Resolution  urging  San  Francisco  hospitals  and  retailers  to  help 
reduce  infant  exposure  to  Bisphenol  A  (BPA)  by  banning  the  sale  and  distribution  of  baby  bottles 
containing  BPA"  (Explanatory  Document:  Policy  Committee  Final  Resolution  No.  001-08- 
COEPolicv).  The  Policy  Committee  Resolution  would  be  forwarded  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for 
their  consideration.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  would  also  be  asked  to  approve  the 
Resolution  at  their  next  meeting. 

7.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  (1)  urged  people  to  participate  in  the  coastal 
cleanup  at  Pier  94.  Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  additional  information  about  the  Coastal  Cleanup 
event  would  be  posted  on  the  Department's  website;  (2)  announced  the  "No  Drugs  Down  the  Drain" 
campaign  to  be  held  on  October  4-11,  which  is  an  opportunity  to  dispose  of  all  medications  which  is 
so  hard  to  do  in  San  Francisco;  and  (3)  the  PUC's  Eco-Fair  on  October  11.  Ms.  Raphael  reported  that 
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she  is  working  with  the  Mayor's  Office  in  order  to  request  additional  participation  from  the  San 
Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  and  discussed  the  significant  legal,  environmental,  and  financial 
hurdles  associated  with  the  collection  of  pharmaceuticals  that  are  being  worked  through.  Director 
Blumenfeld  recommended  consideration  of  extending  the  sell-by  date  so  there  would  be  fewer 
pharmaceuticals  to  dispose  of.  Ms.  Dhulipala  discussed  the  movement  in  Europe  influencing  doctors  to 
prescribe  less  toxic  medications.  Ms.  Raphael  announced  that  Sweden  issued  a  report  listing  which 
medicines  are  Perisistent,  Bioaccumulative  and  Toxic  (PBT's)  and  which  are  likely  to  bio-cumulate  in 
water.  Director  Blumenfeld  requested  that  this  report  be  presented  to  the  Commission  at  a  future 
meeting.  Chair  Wald  discussed  how  producer  responsibility  relates  to  this  issue.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis 
discussed  how  toxic  chemicals  in  water  pose  an  obstacle  to  water  recycling.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that 
Los  Angeles  is  requesting  that  their  residents  put  pharmaceuticals  in  the  trash  for  that  reason.  Director 
Blumenfeld  requested  that  this  topic  be  placed  on  the  November  Policy  Committee  agenda  for  further 
discussion. 

Director  Blumenfeld  announced  that  the  November  7  Commission  Annual  Retreat's  topic  of  discussion 
would  be  on  the  implementation  of  the  new  green  economy.  Committee  members  and  participants 
discussed  the  Mayor's  press  release  on  the  new  green  roof  bus  shelter  at  the  Civic  Center. 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion).  Ms.  Fish  reported  on  Ms.  LeCar's  email  in 
opposition  to  installation  of  artificial  turf  in  San  Francisco's  playgrounds.  Director  Blumenfeld 
recommended  that  this  issue  be  discussed  at  the  next  October  Policy  Committee  meeting. 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

10.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  6:50  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the 
hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting.asp?id=61 005,  (3)  by  clicking 
on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  41 5-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at 
Monica. Fish@sfqov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  Explanatory  documents  that  are  received  after  posting  of  this  agenda  are 
available  on  the  website  or  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  the  contact  information  listed  above. 


Approved:  October  20,  2008 
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One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102  SAN  FRANCISCO 

PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

''he  Monday,  October  27,  2008,  5:00  p.m.  Policy  Committee  Regularly  Scheduled  Meeting  has  been 
RESCHEDULED  to  Monday,  October  20,  2008  at  5:00  p.m. 

(DMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice  Chair),  Jane 
tarieFrancis  Martin 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1 .  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  September  8,  2008  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Discussion 
and  Action)  (Explanatory  Document:  September  8,  2008  Draft  Minutes) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

4.  Urban  Environmental  Accord  Action  15.  Transportation.  Carbon  Credit  Program.  Current  Status 
on  the  Development  of  the  Carbon  Offset  Program.  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 
Speakers:  Cal  Broomhead,  Energy  Manager  and  Paul  Joyce,  Energy  Section 

5.  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  Measures  List  for  Rent  Capital  Cost  Pass  Through — 
Approval  of  Amendments  to  the  Measures  List.  (Explanatory  Document:    Energy  Conservation  and 
Renewable  Energy  Improvements  List)  (Discussion  and  Action)  SPEAKER:  Cal  Broomhead,  Energy 
Manager 

Ja!  6.  Update  on  Synthetic  Playfields  Task  Force  Findings.  (Explanatory  Document:  Recreation  and  Park 
Department  Synthetic  Plavfields  Taskforce  Findings  and  Department  Recommendations)  (Informational 
Report  and  Discussion)  SPEAKER:  Chris  Geiger,  Ph.D.,  Integrated  Pest  Management  (IPM)  and 
Green  Purchasing  Program  Manager 

7.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

10.  Adjournment. 

ica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 
(415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

'opies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
liours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  ,  (3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4) 
x  i  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  41 5-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish(S)sfqov. org  within  three 
ii  less  days  of  a  meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda  have  been  distributed  to  the  Commission  Policy 
a  mittee  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are  available  for  public  inspection  at  the  Department  of  the 
l '  onment,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  during  normal  office  hours  or  will  be  made  available  at  the  meeting  website 
l<  'olicy  Committee's  website  as  links  to  the  agenda  or  meeting  minutes  (by  item). 


Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  thv 
Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 
may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 
by  the  public  will  exceed  1 5  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 
applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 
to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Sal 
Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the 
Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and 
the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI 
accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 


The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall  be 
4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meeting 
a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to 
make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 
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In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (41 5)  554-6789  or  (41 5)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information.  . 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Jr.,  Sunshine  Task  Force 
Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724; 
Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf(S)sfqov.orq.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine 
Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfqov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-31 12;  web  site  atwww.sfgov.org/ethics. 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin,  written  comments 
regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  1 1  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which  cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commissior 
Secretary  by  that  time,  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above.  When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please 
photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of 
handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary  and  the  public. 


Posted:  October  14,  2008 


Energy  Conservation  and  Renewable  Energy  Improvements 

Rent  Ordinance  §37.7  ( c)  (2)  


List 


Amortization 
Period 
(years) 


Qualified 
orovements 


Additional  Terms  of  Passthrough 


(Note:  Separate  electrical  and/or  natural  gas  metering  paid  for  by 


the  tenant  is  a  condition  of  passthrough  for  each  item.) 


(Approved 
2003) 


oof  Insulation 


Insulation  levels  before  the  retrofit  must  be  R-19  or  less  (for  cost- 
effectiveness),  and  must  be  at  least  R-30  after  the  retrofit.  Applies  only  to  top 
floor  tenants  and  tenant  pays  for  heating  costs. 


20 


'lsulation 


Pre-existing  wall  is  uninsulated  and  insulation  would  not  otherwise  be  triggered 
by  insulation  requirements  under  the  State  Energy  Code  (Title  24).  The  wall 
must  be  at  least  R-13  after  the  retrofit.  Pass  through  is  allowed  only  for 
insulation  installed  between  a  heated  living  area  and  an  unheated  space. 
Tenant  must  pay  for  heating  costs. 


20 


ired  Compact 
- :  descent  Light 


Passthrough  applies  only  if  an  incandescent  fixture  rated  60  watts  or  more  is 
being  replaced.  Tenant  pays  for  electric  costs. 


10 


low  Showerhead 


i 


Showerheads  must  have  a  flow  rate  of  2.0  gallons  per  minute  (GPM)  or  less. 
Tenant  pays  for  natural  gas  or  electric  water  heating  costs. 


10 


Heater  Blanket 


Water  heaters  should  be  insulated  to  a  minimum  of  R-6.7.  Tenant  must  pay  for 
natural  gas  or  electric  water  heating  costs. 


10 


)cammable 
•anostat 

'  frerators 


Must  be  ENERGY  STAR  labeled.  Tenant  pays  for  heating  costs. 


10 


New  EPA  Energy-Star-compliant  refrigerators  where  the  refrigerator  replaced  is 
more  than  five  years  old.  Tenant  pays  for  electric  costs. 


I?  Thermal  -  Water 


10 


aig 


Passthrough  is  for  solar  systems  providing  Domestic  Hot  Water.  Rent  increase 
to  be  divided  among  the  units  receiving  hot  water  from  the  solar  thermal 
system.  Tenants  must  pay  for  natural  gas  or  electric  water  heating. 


20 


rial  Natural  Gas 
nice 


Furnace  must  have  a  90%  Average  Fuel  Utilization  Efficiency  (AFUE)  and  be 
Energy  Star  labeled  furnace.  Tenant  must  pay  for  heating  costs. 


15 


ital  Gas  Water 


Must  be  Energy  Star  rated  or  have  an  EF  rating  of  0.60,  be  a  minimum  30 
gallons,  and  tenant  must  pay  for  natural  gas  water  heating  costs.  Look  for  the 
EF  rating  on  the  water  heater  specification  sheet  or  on  the  packaging  box.  It 
does  not  always  appear  on  the  water  heater  label  itself.  


15 


3ric  Water  Heater 


Must  be  replacing  an  existing  electric  water  heater  and  be  Energy  Star  rated  or 
have  an  EF  rating  of  0.91 ,  be  a  minimum  30  gallons.  Look  for  the  EF  rating  on 
the  water  heater  specification  sheet  or  on  the  packaging  box.  It  does  not 
always  appear  on  the  water  heater  label  itself.  Tankless  water  heaters  do  not 
qualify.  Tenant  must  pay  for  electric  water  heating  costs. 


15 


les  Washer 


Must  be  replacing  an  existing  in-unit  non-ENERGY  STAR  washer  and  must  be 
ENERGY  STAR  and  Water  Sense  labeled.  Tenant  must  pay  for  natural  gas  or 
electric  water  heating  costs.  


10 


vasher 


Must  be  replacing  an  existing  in-unit  dishwasher  not  ENERGY  STAR  and 
replace  with  an  ENERGY  STAR  labeled.  Tenant  must  pay  for  natural  gas  or 
electric  water  heating  costs. 


Must  be  replacing  a  single  pane  window,  be  Energy  Star  rated.  Tenant  must 
pay  for  heating  costs. 


10 


II  ows 


15 


>  ovoltaics 


PV  System  to  meet  standards  of  California  Solar  Incentive  program.  Rent 
increase  to  be  applied  to  the  tenants  receiving  power  from  the  PV  system 
directly  to  tenant's  meter.  PV  systems  serving  common  area  electricity  needs 
do  not  qualify  for  this  pass  though. 


20 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  RECREATION  AND  PARK  DEPARTMENT 


Synthetic  Playfields  Task  Force 
Findings  and  Department  Recommendations 


REPORT  TO 

SAN  FRANCISCO  RECREATION  AND  PARK  COMMISSION 


Gavin  Newsom,  Mayor 

Yomi  Agunbiade,  General  Manager 


San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park  Department 

McLaren  Lodge 

501  Stanyan  St. 
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I.      Executive  Summary 


In  the  last  decade,  the  demand  and  popularity  of  synthetic  turf  fields  has  risen  dramatically  with 
the  development  of  new  turf  technologies.  Municipalities,  schools,  universities  and  professional 
sports  teams  worldwide  have  installed  over  3,500  new-generation  synthetic  turf  fields. 

In  2004,  a  independent  study  commissioned  by  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  (the  2004 
Recreation  Assessment)  found  that  San  Francisco  faced  a  significant  playfield  deficit.  In  order  to 
meet  standard  player  to  playfield  ratios,  and  meet  existing  demand,  San  Francisco  would  need 
to  add  35  soccer  fields  and  30  baseball/softball  fields.  This  research  confirmed  the  every  day 
experience  of  RPD  staff;  overwhelming  demand  for  playfield  time,  coupled  with  limited 
maintenance  resources,  had  resulted  in  many  of  the  fields  becoming  run-down. 

In  an  effort  to  find  a  long-term  solution  to  address  these  demand  and  maintenance  challenges, 
the  Department  installed  synthetic  turf  at  two  city  fields.  From  an  operational  and  recreation 
programming  perspective,  the  fields  were  a  success,  and  in  2006,  the  Department  formed  a 
partnership  with  the  City  Fields  Foundation  to  renovate  additional  playflelds  with  synthetic  turf. 

The  widespread  adoption  of  these  synthetic  turf  fields  -as  well  as  the  significant  variation  in 
available  synthetic  turf  products  -  has  resulted  in  a  heightened,  and  appropriate,  level  of 
scrutiny  regarding  the  environmental  and  health  impacts  of  synthetic  turf  materials.  At  this 
point,  no  scientific  consensus  exists  on  this  topic.  Any  municipality  interested  in  exploring  these 
issues  has  had  to  develop  its  own  "due  diligence"  process  to  discuss  and  debate  the  meaning, 
legitimacy,  and  relevance  of  the  available  scientific  research. 

SFRPD  began  by  consulting  the  city's  Department  of  Environment  (SFE)  and  Department  of 
Public  Health  (DPH).  After  consulting  with  colleagues  in  their  respective  fields  and  reviewing 
available  research,  neither  department  recommended  a  moratorium  on  playflelds  in  San 
Francisco.  Both  departments  identified  legitimate  questions  and  issues  that  would  require 
further  research.  The  Department  of  Environment  specifically  urged  the  use  of  a  criteria-driven 
site  selection  process.  These  criteria,  in  keeping  with  the  philosophy  of  the  Precautionary 
Principle,  should  strive  to  maximize  the  benefits  of  the  synthetic  turf  technology  while  actively 
limiting  potential  risks. 

SFRPD  staff  requested  the  opportunity  to  further  explore  these  issues  and  concerns  with  the 
public.  On  March  26,  2008  the  San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  (Commission) 
established  the  Synthetic  Playflelds  Task  Force  (Task  Force)  to  review,  discuss,  and  vet  existing 
scientific  research  on  synthetic  turf  playflelds. 

Force  was  asked  to  achieve  three  key  objectives: 
Identify  primary  environmental  and  health  concerns  related  to  synthetic  turf 
materials. 

Synthesize  the  scientific  research  available  and  discuss  relevance  to  San  Francisco 
playflelds. 
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3.  Provide  feedback  to  inform  Department  recommendations  and  a  course  of  action  to 
the  Commission. 

It  is  important  to  clarify  that  the  Task  Force  did  not  explore  or  compare  the  operational, 
recreational,  or  maintenance  benefits  of  synthetic  turf  and  natural  turf.  This  discussion  had 
occurred  as  part  of  the  Commission's  initial  deliberations  regarding  the  installation  of  synthetic 
turf.  Rather  than  revisit  the  earlier  deliberation,  the  Task  Force  was  asked  to  focus  their  efforts 
on  gathering  and  synthesizing  scientific  data  not  available  during  the  Commission's  initial 
discussions  on  synthetic  turf. 

The  task  force  identified  11  environmental  and  health  issues  of  public  concern,  and  for  which 
there  was  thought  to  be  readily  available  research.  Study  teams,  comprised  of  subject  matter 
experts  and  park  users,  were  assigned  to  review  the  research  on  each  issue,  synthesize  the 
findings,  discuss  strengths  and  weaknesses  of  the  research,  assess  the  relevance  of  the  research 
to  San  Francisco's  playfields  implementation,  and,  identify  suggestions  and  recommendations 
for  Department  staff  to  make  to  the  Commission. 

The  Task  Force's  thoughtful,  constructive  suggestions  and  recommendations  are  described 
throughout  this  report.  At  the  final  meeting  of  the  Synthetic  Playfield  Task  Force,  members 
asked  that  staff  emphasize  the  following  Task  Force  recommendations  to  the  Commission: 

Explore  synthetic  turf  infill  alternatives  to  SBR  rubber.  Task  Force  members 
urged  the  Department  to  seriously  investigate  and  explore  the  use  of  alternate  infill 
materials  to  SBR  rubber.  Available  alternatives  exist  that  contain  organic  material, 
and/or  more  post-consumer  recycled  content. 

Meet  with  the  California  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (Cal  EPA)  and 
SFDPH  to  determine  feasibility  of  conducting  further  studies  on  ingestion 
exposure.  RPD  should,  in  consultation  with  Cal  EPA  and  SFDPH,  determine  the  need 
for  a  study  on  risks  associated  with  ingestion  exposure,  and  identify  opportunities  to 
collaborate  if  deemed  necessary. 

Use  a  criteria-driven  site  selection  process.  The  criteria  utilized  to  select  field 
sites  should  be  expanded  to  reflect  task  force  suggestions  for  avoiding  potential  risks, 
and  focus  on  maximizing  the  known  health,  environmental,  and  recreational  benefits  of 
the  synthetic  turf  fields. 

Do  not  purchase  synthetic  turf  products  with  lead.  The  US  Consumer  Product 
Safety  Commission  recently  completed  their  evaluation  of  various  synthetic  athletic 
fields.  The  evaluation  states  that  polyethylene  fields  did  not  release  amounts  of  lead  that 
would  be  harmful  to  children;  nonetheless,  different  field  products  contained  varying 
amounts  of  lead.  The  Task  Force  urged  the  Department  to  purchase  those  products  with 
the  lowest  lead  content  possible. 

Department  staff,  in  response  to  these  and  other  issues  and  suggestions  raised  by  the  task  force, 
have  also  crafted  a  set  of  recommendations  to  the  Commission  on  how  to  improve  the  synthetic 
turf  implementation  process.  These  recommendations  are  described  in  summary  in  Section  II  of 
this  report. 
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This  report  presents  a  summary  of  the  process,  proceedings,  and  deliberations  of  the  Task  Force 
and  final  Department  recommendations  to  the  Commission  for  improving  synthetic  turf 
playfield  renovations. 

The  Department  recognizes  and  appreciates  the  diligence  of  the  Task  Force  and  the  value  of 
their  research  and  discussions  about  synthetic  turf.  With  the  Commission's  approval,  the 
Department  is  prepared  to  implement  the  recommendations  in  this  report  and  continue  our 
efforts  to  expand  recreation  opportunities  for  our  many  park  users. 
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II.  Summary  of  Recreation  and  Park  Department  Staff 
Recommendations 


During  the  Task  Force's  discussion,  Task  Force  members  made  many  thoughtful  suggestions  on 
how  the  Department  could  address  many  of  the  public's  environmental  and  health  concerns.  In 
response,  Recreation  and  Park  Department  staff  developed  the  following  recommendations  to 
improve  implementation  of  the  Playfields  Initiative. 

These  recommendations  are  outlined  below.  They  are  organized  by  implementation  phase, 
beginning  with  one-time  action  items,  and  continuing  through  to  actions  that  will  be  executed 
for  each  playfields  project. 

IMMEDIATE  IMPLEMENTATION 

Post  Task  Force  Action  (Program) 

Immediate  action  items  with  conclusion 

1.  The  Department  should  review,  and  if  necessary,  revise  language  in  permit  documents  to 
emphasize  good  hygiene,  such  as  washing  hands  after  playing,  and  practicing  standard 
first  aid  for  skin  wounds  to  prevent  infection,  regardless  of  the  type  of  turf. 

2.  The  Department  should  install  signage  at  renovated  fields  with  health  and  safety 
guidelines  for  players,  (completed fields) 

3.  Although  the  Department  does  not  believe  that  antimicrobial  agents  are  needed  on 
fields,  staff  should  reevaluate  this  additive  option  with  both  the  Health  Department  and 
the  PUC  to  determine  if  there  is  a  net  benefit. 

4.  The  Department  should  conduct  or  participate  in  field  temperature  testing  at  existing 
synthetic  turf  fields  in  San  Francisco,  (one  time  test  process) 

5.  The  Department  should  monitor  a  leachate  study  currently  underway  at  Stanford 
University. 

6.  The  Department  should  work  with  CalEPA  to  develop  one-time  air  quality  tests  on  a 
subset  of  existing  synthetic  turf  fields. 

7.  The  Department  should  continue  to  track  CalEPA's  studies  of  particulates,  which  may  be 
underway  in  the  next  year  or  two. 

8.  The  Department  should  conduct  or  participate  in  tests  of  field  stormwater  runoff  to 
determine  the  presence  and  potential  levels  of  zinc  and  other  possible  contaminants,  (on 
existing  fields) 

Immediate  action  items  with  continued  monitoring 

The  Department  should  continue  to  review  literature  and  new  studies  as  they  become 
available. 

The  Department  should  contact  the  NCAA  to  see  if  they  are  planning  to  publish  injury 
data  associated  with  use  of  synthetic  turf  using  the  information  from  their  injury 
tracking  system. 
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11.  The  Department  should  request  MSDS  sheets  from  turf  vendors,  which  provide  data  on 
flammability  testing  and  consult  the  fire  department  on  product  literature.  The 
Department  should  continue  to  monitor  performance  and  reliability  of  companies  with 
new  rubber  free  infill  alternatives. 

12.  The  Department  should  examine  alternative  infill  products  that  do  not  contain  zinc. 

13.  The  Department  should  continue  to  increase  access  and  play  time  on  athletic  playfields 
to  promote  physical  activity  among  children,  youth  and  adults. 

14.  The  Department  should  continue  to  request  feedback  from  user  groups  using  new 
products  rather  than  relying  on  manufacturers  for  quality  and  performance  information. 
New  York  and  New  Jersey  are  leading  the  way,  and  the  Department  will  know  more 
about  performance,  playability,  safety,  and  longevity  of  new  products  within  the  next 
three  years. 

15.  The  Department  should  work  with  SFE  staff  to  continue  encouraging  turf  manufacturers 
to  initiate  and  implement  end-of-product-life  recycling  programs. 

16.  The  Department  should  search  for  turf  companies  that  use  post-consumer  recycled 
content  in  their  material. 

Field  Selection  Process  (Program) 

1.  As  part  of  the  Department's  evaluation  of  future  fields,  identify  opportunities  to  convert 
asphalt  play  space  into  synthetic  turf. 

2.  Work  with  the  Director  of  the  Natural  Areas  Program  to  assist  with  site  selection, 
including  field  selection  criteria. 

3.  The  Department  should  not  install  synthetic  turf  fields  in  areas  of  parks  that  are  prone  to 
flooding. 

PROJECT  RECOMMENDATI ONS  (Implemented  for  each  playfield  site) 
Planning  (Project) 

1.   The  Department  should  continue  its  standard  practice  of  submitting  each  project  to  the 
Planning  Department  for  general  plan  review  as  well  as  a  California  Environmental 
Quality  Act  (CEQA)  review. 

Design  Development  (Project) 

1.  The  Department  should  consult  with  native  landscaping  specialists  to  plant  native, 
drought  tolerant  and  wildlife-friendly  trees,  shrubs,  and  groundcover  around  renovated 
playfield  sites  as  appropriate. 

2.  With  all  new  synthetic  turf  projects,  the  Department  should  provide  appropriate 
landscape  and  irrigation  improvements  to  all  impacted  areas  surrounding  the  field. 

3.  The  Department  should  request  MSDS  sheets  from  turf  vendors,  which  provide  data  on 
flammability  testing  and  consult  the  fire  department  on  product  literature.  The 
Department  should  continue  to  monitor  performance  and  reliability  of  companies  with 
new  rubber  free  infill  alternatives. 

4.  The  Department  should  not  purchase  field  products  that  contain  hazardous  levels  of 
lead. 

5.  When  purchasing  new  turf  projects,  RPD  should  request  full  material  composition 
disclosures  and  share  them  with  DPH  and  SFE  for  feedback. 
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Construction  Documents  (Project) 

1.  If  the  stormwater  runoff  meets  drinking  water  standards,  the  Department  should 
recharge  it  into  groundwater,  if  feasible.  If  the  water  does  not  meet  drinking  water 
standards,  the  Department  should  collect  runoff  for  discharge  into  the  sewer  system, 
where  it  will  be  treated  appropriately. 

2.  Immediately  following  storm  events,  any  stormwater  discharge  should  be  managed  on 
site  to  support  efforts  to  manage  the  City's  overall  storm  water  system. 

3.  All  synthetic  turf  fields  should  be  installed  above  the  water  table  and  feature  state  of  the 
art  drainage  systems. 

Construction  (Project) 

1.   The  Department  should  install  signage  at  renovated  fields  with  health  and  safety 
guidelines  for  players,  (new  projects) 

On-going  Tasks  (Program) 

1.  The  Department  should  conduct  or  participate  in  tests  of  field  stormwater  runoff  to 
determine  the  presence  and  potential  levels  of  zinc  and  other  possible  contaminants. 

2.  The  Department  should  examine  alternative  infill  products  that  do  not  contain  zinc. 

3.  The  Department  should  continue  to  increase  access  and  play  time  on  athletic  playfields 
to  promote  physical  activity  among  children,  youth  and  adults. 

4.  The  Department  should  continue  to  request  feedback  from  user  groups  using  new 
products  rather  than  relying  on  ma  nufacturers  for  quality  and  performance  information. 
New  York  and  New  Jersey  are  leading  the  way,  and  the  Department  will  know  more 
about  performance,  playability,  safety,  and  longevity  of  new  products  within  the  next 
three  years. 

5.  The  Department  should  work  with  SFE  staff  to  continue  encouraging  turf  manufacturers 
to  initiate  and  implement  end-of-product-life  recycling  programs. 

6.  The  Department  should  search  for  turf  companies  that  use  post-consumer  recycled 
content  in  their  material. 
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III.  Additional  City  Department  Recommendations:  Department  of 
Public  Health  (DPH)  and  Department  of  the  Environment  (SFE) 


RPD's  General  Manager  Yomi  Agunbiade  asked  San  Francisco's  Department  of  the  Environment 
(SFE)  and  Department  of  Public  Health  (DPH)  to  review  the  scientific  research  and  data 
available  on  issues  of  concern  to  the  public,  assess  risks  associated  with  these  issues,  and  make 
recommendations  to  the  Department. 

SFE  began  its  study  of  synthetic  turf  in  June  2006,  with  a  focus  on  determining  if  brominated 
flame  retardants  were  present  in  synthetic  turf  materials.  SFE  continued  compiling  reports, 
reviewing  research,  and  interviewing  professional  colleagues  on  the  subject,  and  published 
reports  in  October,  2007,  that  summarized  the  findings  of  their  past  and  current  research. 

Neither  SFE  nor  DPH  found  an  unacceptable  or  imminent  risk  that  warranted  a  moratorium  on 
synthetic  turf  installation  in  San  Francisco;  both  SFE  and  DPH  made  recommendations  to 
eliminate,  avoid,  or  reduce  potential  and/or  unknown  risks  during  the  implementation  of  the 
Playfields  Initiative. 

San  Francisco  Department  of  Environment  Findings 

The  Precautionary  Principle  guides  SFE's  review  and  evaluation  of  the  environmental  impacts  of 
city  programs  and  initiatives. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  the  Precautionary  Principle  does  not  advocate  the  avoidance  of  any 
and  all  potential  environmental  risks. 

The  Principle  does  advocate  for  a  public  process  in  which  the  benefits  of  an  action  or  technology 
are  weighed  against  potential  risks.  The  deliberation  that  occurs  should  explore  and  assess 
available  alternatives  for  comparative  risks,  related  financial  and  resource  costs,  and  other 
immediate  and  long-term  consequences. 

In  keeping  with  the  basic  tenets  of  Precautionary  Principle,  in  January  2008  San  Francisco 
Department  of  the  Environment  (SFE)  issued  a  letter  making  the  following  key  conclusions: 

1.  SFE  recognizes  potential  environmental  advantages  and  disadvantages  from  synthetic 
turf  use. 

2.  SFE  recognizes  that  human  health  risks  are  minimal  from  exposure  to  the  crumb  rubber 
infill  used  with  synthetic  turf  products,  according  to  the  OEHHA  study1.  SFE 
recommended  a  precautionary  approach  to  assessing  these  risks  due  to  the  lack  of 
established  reference  doses  for  some  ingredients. 


In  January  2007  the  California  Office  of  Environmental  Health  Hazard  Assessment  (OEHHA)  published  three 
studies  for  the  California  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board  (CIWMB)  that  evaluated  rubberized  matting  used  in 
playgrounds.  The  CIWMB  needed  to  gain  a  better  understanding  of  the  potential  health  risks  to  children  using 
outdoor  playground  and  track  surfaces  made  of  recycled  waste  tires.  In  addition  to  an  evaluation  of  toxicity, 
OEHHA  also  tested  the  playground  surfaces  for  their  ability  to  attenuate  fall-related  impacts  and  the  potential  of  the 
rubberized  surfaces  to  impact  the  local  environment.  CIWMB  manages  a  grant  program  to  promote  markets  for 
recycled-content  products  derived  from  waste  tires  in  California.  The  OEHHA  study  found  no  evidence  that 
rubberized  matting  used  in  playgrounds,  a  material  similar  in  composition  to  synthetic  turf  infill,  would  cause 
danger  or  harm  to  human  health  or  the  environment. 
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3.  SFE  is  concerned  that  there  is  currently  no  system  available  to  recycle  used  synthetic 
turf,  even  though  most  of  the  products  are  composed  of  polyethylene,  an  easily  recyclable 
plastic. 

4.  SFE  recommends  that  RPD  specify  the  use  of  recycled  content  materials  in  the 
manufacturing  of  artificial  turf. 

5.  SFE  recognizes  the  potential  for  aquatic  toxicity  from  synthetic  turf  leachate,  but  also 
notes  that  leachate  concentrations  will  not  approach  levels  of  concern  in  normal 
installations  above  water  table. 

6.  There  are  several  other  potential  health-related  issues  related  to  synthetic  turf  that  are 
outside  the  scope  of  their  review,  including  differences  in  sports  injuries  on  synthetic  turf 
vs.  natural  turf,  and  the  potential  for  spreading  methicillin-resistant  Staphylococcus 
aureus  (MRSA)  among  players. 

San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment  Recommendations: 

1.  Create  transparent  selection  criteria  for  determining  which  playing  fields  will  have 
synthetic  turf  installed.  These  criteria  should  include  the  selection  of  sites  that  are  not 
prone  to  flooding. 

2.  Confine  installations  of  synthetic  turf  to  the  sites  where  its  other  benefits  are  maximized. 

3.  Due  to  the  need  for  information  regarding  potentially  toxic  constituents,  require  full 
ingredients  disclosure  from  manufacturers. 

4.  If  hand-to-mouth  exposure  by  children  can  be  reasonably  expected,  post  signs  reminding 
parents  to  wash  children's  hands  after  play. 

5.  Due  to  concerns  over  end-of-life  disposal,  require  that  synthetic  turf  vendors  guarantee 
take  back  of  the  product  at  end  of  life,  and  provide  documentation  that  the  product  is 
recycled. 

6.  Pursuant  to  the  ordinance  regarding  the  use  of  recycled  content  materials  in  Public 
Works  construction,  SFE  recommends  that  post-consumer  recycled  content  materials  be 
specified  in  the  manufacturing  of  all  components  comprising  artificial  turf. 

7.  Do  not  permit  the  use  of  disinfectants  on  synthetic  turf  areas  without  full  review  by  the 
Department  of  Public  Health. 

8.  Obtain  comments  from  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  on  both  the 
potential  water  conservation  benefits  and  the  leaching  concerns  associated  with 
synthetic  turf  products. 

9.  Obtain  comments  from  the  DPH  Environmental  Health  Section  on  the  human  health 
risks  discussed  above. 


San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  Findings 

In  a  February  2008  draft  memorandum,  SFDPH  summarized  their  review  of  several  reports, 
studies,  and  documents  relevant  to  assessing  the  potential  for  health  risk  associated  with 
artificial  turf. 

SFDPH  concluded  that  the  OEHHA  study  was  a  reliable  and  unbiased  report  which  could  be 
used  as  a  primary  basis  for  decision-making,  and  that  its  conclusions  were  supported  by  several 
other  local,  state  and  international  government  agencies  that  have  considered  the  potential 
health  risks  associated  with  artificial  turf  fields. 
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In  addition  to  the  OEHHA  report,  SFDPH  also  reviewed  the  Environmental  and  Human  Health, 
Inc  (EHHI)  report.  SFDPH  identified  some  potential  biases  in  that  report's  methodology,  and 
noted  that  the  EHHI  report  does  not  assess  the  value  of  the  information  gathered  with  respect  to 
likely  exposure  scenarios. 


DPH's  conclusions  and  recommendations  were  as  follows: 

"At  this  time  SFDPH  does  not  recommend  a  moratorium  on  the  continued  installation 
and  use  of artificial  turf  play  fields  in  San  Francisco.  It  may  be  helpful  to  perform  air 
monitoring  on  artificial  turf  play  fields  in  San  Francisco  during  hot  weather  to  help 
further  assess  relevant  exposures  to  users  in  the  breathing  zone. 

We  will  continue  to  stay  apprised  of  emerging  research,  to  communicate  with  our 
expert  colleagues  and  to  follow  national  and  international  regulatory  and  legislative 
developments.  We  are  committed  to  identifying  and  evaluating  important  research  or 
policy  developments  in  a  timely  manner  to  determine  if  there  is  good  cause  to 
reconsider  this  assessment." 
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IV.    Task  Force  Process  and  Proceedings 


The  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  established  a  16-member  Synthetic  Playfields  Task  Force, 
and  on  May  6,  2008  the  Department  finalized  the  Task  Force  membership  roster.  Staff 
provided  all  members  with  a  briefing  binder  that  included  national  and  international  research, 
studies  and  media  clippings  including  several  of  the  references  described  in  section  W  of  this 
report.  The  Department  also  created  Web  page  archives  to  ensure  public  access  to  all  Task  Force 
proceedings  including  the  member  roster;  briefing  binder  contents;  research  and  publications; 
meeting  agendas,  transcripts,  audio,  presentations  and  notes;  and  contact  information  for  the 
Department's  Planning  Director. 

The  archive  can  be  found  on  the  City  of  San  Francisco  Web  site  at  the  following  address: 
http://www.parks. sfgov.org/site/recpark_page. asp?id=77040 

Composition  of  Task  Force 

To  facilitate  a  thorough  and  well-informed  discussion,  the  Commission  established  the  following 
"seats"  for  the  task  force: 

»    Five  (5)  Subject  Matter  Experts  to  offer  expertise  on: 
o    Climate  change  and  recycling  policy 

o    Public  health  impacts  and  risks  (e.g.  physical  health,  respiratory  disease,  etc.) 

o    Water  quality  and  conservation 

o    Toxicity  of  synthetic  turf  materials 
»    One  (1)  seat  from  the  Park,  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Advisory  Committee  (PROSAC) 
»    Two  (2)  seats  to  represent  citywide  park  policy  and  advocacy  organizations 
»    Two  (2)  seats  to  represent  park  and  field  users 
»    Two  (2)  seats  to  represent  park  "neighbors" 

»    Two  (2)  seats  to  represent  schools  and  other  youth  serving  organizations 

The  public  was  invited  to  apply  for  seats  on  the  Task  Force  and  Commissioner  David  Lee 
selected  the  Task  Force  members. 

Refer  to  Appendix  A  for  the  final  member  roster  including  16  members  and  five  (5)  subject 
matter  expert  alternates. 

Objectives  and  Proceedings 

The  Task  Force  was  created  with  three  main  objectives: 

1.  Identify  primary  environmental  and  health  concerns  related  to  synthetic.turf  materials. 

2.  Synthesize  the  scientific  research  available  and  discuss  relevance  to  San  Francisco 
playfields. 

3.  Provide  feedback  to  inform  Department  recommendations  and  a  course  of  action  to  the 
Commission. 
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After  reviewing  and  discussing  background  information,  studies  and  news  articles  concerning 
synthetic  turf  materials,  Task  Force  members  formed  study  groups  around  the  following  topics 
of  concern: 

»  Bacteria/Staph  Infection 

»  Climate  Change  and  Heat  Island  Effects 

»  Ecosystem 

»  Injuries 

»  Material  Composition:  Overall  Chemical  Composition  and  Flammability 

»  Material  Composition:  Air  Quality/Off  Gassing 

»  Material  Composition:  Ingestion  -  Inhalation  of  Turf  Product  Materials 

»  Material  Composition:  Lead 

»  Obesity 

»  Turf  Products:  Alternative  Field  Products 

»  Turf  Products:  Recyclability 

The  Task  Force  primarily  addressed  potential  public  health,  safety  and  environmental  risks. 
However,  one  study  group  subject,  obesity,  refers  to  the  need  and  benefits  of  athletic  playfields, 
especially  in  underserved  neighborhoods,  to  help  combat  alarming  obesity  trends  among 
children  and  youth. 

The  following  section  presents: 

1)  Each  topic  of  concern  including  a  short  summary  of  the  issue  for  background  and  context 

2)  Names  and  affiliations  of  study  group  member(s) 

3)  A  brief  summary  of  research  considered  by  the  study  group 

4)  Summary  of  findings  by  study  group 


The  Department  wrote  summaries  of  each  issue  area  to  convey  the  information  in  a  digest 
format.  Appendix  B  provides  a  master  list  of  studies  consulted  by  the  Task  Force  study  groups. 
Appendix  C  provides  a  list  of  acronyms  found  in  this  report.  The  complete  and  unedited  versions 
of  the  study  group  reports  are  found  in  Appendix  D. 
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A.      Bacteria /Staph  Infection 


Summary  of  Issue  and  Concern 

According  to  the  federal  Centers  for  Disease  Control  and  Prevention  (CDC),  staphlyococcus 
aureus  bacteria  are  one  of  the  most  common  causes  of  skin  infections  in  the  United  States.  Most 
of  these  skin  infections  are  minor  and  can  be  treated  without  antibiotics.  However,  these 
bacteria  also  can  cause  serious  infections.  MRSA  (methicillin- resistant  Staphylococcus  aureus) 
is  a  type  of  Staphylococcus  aureus  bacterium  that  is  resistant  to  common  antibiotics. 

Individuals  who  play  high-contact  sports  or  who  are  at  high  risk  of  abrasions  and  skin-to-skin 
contact,  such  as  football  players,  may  have  a  greater  risk  of  acquiring  skin  infections,  depending 
on  whether  or  not  they  practice  proper  wound  care  and  hygiene  after  playing. 

Public  concerns  around  the  relationship  between  synthetic  turf  and  bacterial  infections  are  two 
fold:  l)  does  synthetic  turf  cause  more  and/  or  serious  skin  abrasions,  and  2)  is  there  a  greater 
risk  of  bacteria  growing  on  synthetic  turf  as  opposed  to  other  materials  in  the  environment? 

Study  Group 

June  Weintraub,  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health 
Bruce  Cohen,  Athletic  League 

Richard  Lee,  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health 
Research  Considered 

The  study  group  referred  to  the  February  2008  draft  memo  by  SFDPH  (summarized  in  section 
TV  on  page  11)  that  included  a  section  discussing  the  potential  risk  of  MRSA  infection  in  relation 
to  playfields.  The  memo  was  developed  in  consultation  with  Dr.  Erica  Pan,  an  SFDPH  physician 
with  considerable  expertise  in  MRSA  epidemiology.  Dr.  Pan  emphasized  that  MRSA  is  not  a 
problem  on  grass  or  synthetic  turf  because  people  get  these  infections  from  skin  contact,  open 
sores  and  contact  with  other  people.  To  prevent  infection,  the  Department  of  Public  Health 
recommends  proper  wound  care. 

The  SFDPH  draft  memo  states  that  "MRSA  is  now  a  common  disease  in  the  community, 
primarily  spread  from  skin  to  skin  contact,  and  we  are  not  aware  of  evidence  that  suggests 
artificial  turf  as  a  vehicle  of  infection.  Any  type  of  skin  breakdown,  including  "turf  burns,"  may 
provide  a  portal  of  entry  for  infection  thus  in  order  to  prevent  MRSA  or  other  infection,  athletes 
and  children  should  practice  standard  wound  care  in  the  event  of  turf  burn,  regardless  of  the 
type  of  turf  on  which  the  injury  occurs."2 

The  study  group  found  that  little  literature  exists  on  the  presence  of  bacterial  growth  on 
synthetic  turf  fields;  however,  of  the  research  available,  no  data  suggests  that  synthetic  turf  itself 
is  a  source  of  human  pathogenic  bacteria.  One  relevant  study,  by  Penn  State's  Department  of 
Crop  and  Soil  Science,  looked  at  bacterial  populations  in  natural  turf,  synthetic  turf,  and  other 


2  Weintraub,  J.,  Lee,  Richard.  "Artificial  Turf  Playfields."  Draft  Memo  to  Recreation  and  Park 
Department,  February  6,  2008 
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environmental  surfaces.  The  study  concluded:  "there  are  generally  lower  numbers  of  total 
microbes  present  in  the  infill  or  fibers  of  the  synthetic  turf  systems  tested  compared  to  natural 
turf  grass  root  zones  and  Staphylococcus  aureus  bacterium  were  not  found  on  any  of  the  playing 
surfaces.  Staphylococcus  aureus  bacterium  were  found  on  towels  and  other  devices  used  by 
athletes.  "3 

In  June  2008,  Dr.  June  Weintraub  contacted  Dr.  Marilyn  Felkner,  who  has  worked  on  MRSA 
issues  in  her  role  as  epidemiologist  for  the  state  of  Texas.  Dr.  Felkner  communicated  plans  for 
an  environmental  study  planned  for  Fall  2008.  A  new  turf  surface  will  be  cultured  before  any 
play  occurs,  and  then  throughout  a  football  season.  They  expect  to  collect  about  150  samples, 
and  though  they  are  not  doing  any  evaluation  of  an  association  with  disease  occurrence,  the 
study  will  provide  helpful  information  about  the  prevalence  of  staph  and  MRSA  on  the  playing 
surface. 

Summary  of  Findings  by  Study  Group 

Bacteria  are  ubiquitous  in  individuals  and  in  the  environment,  and  the  study  group  did  not  find 
evidence  that  there  is  any  greater  risk  to  the  public  health  from  bacteria  growing  on  a  synthetic 
field  versus  bacteria  found  elsewhere  in  the  environment.  Any  type  of  skin  breakdown,  including 
"turf  burns,"  may  provide  a  portal  of  entry  for  infection.  To  prevent  infection,  individuals  should 
practice  standard  wound  care  in  the  event  of  any  type  of  turf  burn,  natural  or  synthetic. 

Study  Group  Recommendations 

As  with  natural  grass  playfields,  synthetic  turf  fields  should  be  cleaned  of  litter  and  debris  on  a 
routine  basis.  The  Department  should:  1)  Monitor  future  research  about  whether  disease- 
causing  bacteria  grow  on  synthetic  turf  materials,  and  how  long  the  bacteria  would  be  expected 
to  survive  in  the  outdoors  on  synthetic  turf.  2)  Consider  whether  disinfectant  should  be  used 
periodically  to  allay  concerns  about  molds,  fungus,  and  other  bacteria. 

B.      Climate  Change  and  Urban  Heat  Island  Effects 
Summary  of  Issue  and  Concern 

The  Intergovernmental  Panel  on  Climate  Change  defines  climate  change  as  "a  change  of  climate 
which  is  attributed  directly  or  indirectly  to  human  activity  that  alters  the  composition  of  the 
global  atmosphere."  Changes  in  atmospheric  concentrations  of  greenhouse  gases  and  aerosols, 
land  cover  and  solar  radiation  all  affect  climate  dynamics.  There  is  very  high  confidence  in  the 
scientific  community  that  human  activities  have  caused  accelerated  warming.  Human  activities 
that  affect  climate  warming  include:  fossil  fuel  burning  (such  as  vehicle  emissions), 
deforestation,  and  animal  ranching,  which  produces  methane  gas,  another  greenhouse  gas. 
Internationally  and  nationally,  there  is  significant  public  attention  on  ways  to  reduce  human 
impacts  and  reduce  our  "carbon  footprint"  since  the  biggest  concern  is  the  increase  of  carbon 
dioxide  emissions  from  fossil  fuel  combustion. 

3  McNitt  AS,  Petrunak  D,  and  Serensits  T.  A  Survey  of  Microbial  Populations  in  Infilled 
Synthetic  Turf  Fields.  Pennsylvania  State  University  Department  of  Crop  and  Soil  Sciences. 
2008.  http :  / /crop so i  1  .p su .  edu/mcnitt/microb ial/index .  cfm 
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Urban  heat  islands  are  created  when  natural  areas  are  replaced  by  impervious  surfaces  like 
rooftops  and  asphalt,  which  absorb  heat  during  the  day,  and  continue  to  do  so  after  the  sun  sets. 
Synthetic  turf  materials  are  also  impervious,  and  surface  temperatures  are  higher  than  natural 
grass. 

Urban  heat  islands  were  identified  as  a  concern  because  they  might  lead  to  an  increase  in  the 
demand  for  energy  for  air  conditioning,  intensify  air  pollution  due  to  increased  heat,  and 
increase  heat-related  health  problems.  In  recent  years  there  has  been  a  popular  movement  to 
create  "living  roofs"  such  as  the  one  nearing  completion  on  the  new  California  Academy  of 
Sciences  museum  in  Golden  Gate  Park,  to  lessen  the  heat  island  effect  caused  by  standard 
roofing  material. 

Study  Group 

Chris  Geiger,  San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment 
Chloe  Good,  Neighborhood  Parks  Council 

Research  Considered  , 

In  relation  to  global  climate  change,  the  study  group  consulted  several  sources  and  found  a 
potential  model  for  projecting  carbon  dioxide  (CO2)  impact  in  a  study  by  the  Athena  Institute. 
Melissa  Capria,  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment  Climate  Change  Coordinator, 
reviewed  the  results  of  this  study.  The  group  noted  that  the  Athena  Institute  model  does  not 
include  some  considerations  for  weighing  the  differences  between  natural  and  synthetic  turf. 

To  study  the  potential  impacts  synthetic  playfields  might  have  on  the  local  urban  heat  island 
effect,  the  group  looked  at  a  New  York  presentation  on  mitigating  the  effects  of  heat  islands  and 
a  NASA  Earth  Observatory  study  that  reported  local  effects  for  California  urban  areas. 

Summary  of  Findings  by  Study  Group 

Climate  Change  Issue:  The  study  group  concluded  that  if  the  Athena  Institute  model  is  correct 
and  broadly  applicable  to  synthetic  turf,  it  strongly  suggests  that  the  use  of  synthetic  turf  should 
be  minimized  and  confined  to  the  sites  where  its  other  benefits  are  maximized.  It  also  highlights 
the  need  to  recycle  synthetic  turf  when  it  needs  to  be  replaced. 

Other  factors  to  consider  in  looking  at  climate  impacts  of  artificial  turf  versus  grass  scenario 
would  be: 

1.  Emissions  associated  with  fuel  used  in  mowing/maintenance  equipment. 

2.  Water  usage  and  associated  energy  used  for  pumping. 

3.  Loss  of  soil  sequestration  benefit  in  the  artificial  turf  scenario. 

4.  Emissions  associated  with  pesticides  and  fertilizer  in  the  grass  scenario. 

5.  Any  emissions  associated  with  disposal  of  waste  in  either  scenario  (it  is  unclear  whether 
grass  clippings  are  being  composted  which  would  address  this  issue  in  that  scenario). 

6.  Vehicle  emissions  associated  with  increased  use  of  the  fields. 

7.  Energy  used  for  lighting  the  fields  at  night  if  they  were  not  lighted  before. 

8.  On  the  adaptation  to  climate  change  impacts  side  -  ability  to  absorb  stormwater. 
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9.  The  urban  heat  island  affect 

Heat  Island  Issue:  In  areas  of  San  Francisco,  extended  periods  of  intense  sunlight  could 
potentially  raise  the  field  temperatures  to  a  level  that  can  contribute  to  the  urban  heat  island 
effect.  With  the  numerous  microclimates  in  San  Francisco,  some  neighborhoods  would  be 
impacted  greater  than  others.  For  example,  heat  island  effects  would  be  a  greater  concern  on  the 
eastern  side  of  San  Francisco  compared  to  western  neighborhoods,  which  experience  cooler 
temperatures  and  less  sunlight  due  to  fog. 

Study  Group  Recommendations 

Due  to  increased  carbon  dioxide  emissions  and  heat  absorption  of  synthetic  turf  when  compared 
to  natural  grass,  the  use  of  synthetic  turf  should  be  balanced  against  the  benefits,  criteria  should 
be  developed  for  selecting  suitable  installation  sites,  impacts  can  be  reduced  through  offsets,  site 
selection  should  maximize  its  benefits,  and,  if  possible,  recyclable  turf  should  be  used  to  reduce 
overall  emissions  compared  to  virgin  material. 

Synthetic  turf  fields  reach  much  hotter  temperatures  than  natural  turf  during  hot  summer  days. 
While  this  may  not  be  a  problem  in  the  generally  cool  San  Francisco  climate,  the  city  might 
consider  specifically  monitoring  field  temperatures  if  a  heat  wave  occurs  to  determine  whether 
play  should  be  suspended. 

C.  Ecosystem 


Note:  The  study  group  did  not  prepare  a  formal  written  summary.  The  Task  Force  discussed  this 
issue  during  the  June  11,  2008  meeting,  and  the  transcript  is  available  in  the  Web  site  archive 
noted  in  Section  V.  

Summary  of  Issue  and  Concern 

Task  Force  members  raised  concerns  that  the  removal  of  grass  playfields  would  adversely 
impact  the  local  ecosystem. 

Study  Group 

Arleen  Navarret,  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission 
Matt  Fuller,  Audubon  Society 

Research  Considered 

The  study  group  did  not  find  independent  studies  that  specifically  addressed  this  topic  in 
relation  to  synthetic  playfields.  However,  they  found  one  study  commissioned  by  the  King 
County  Water  and  Land  Resources  Division  in  Seattle  that  looked  at  the  water  quality  of 
synthetic  turf  runoff.  The  researchers  found  that  the  runoff  had  no  effect  on  the  test  organisms 
and  met  all  state  and  federal  water  quality  standards. 

Summary  of  Findings  by  Study  Group 

The  study  group  could  not  find  relevant  studies  to  reference. 
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In  the  absence  of  any  specific  data  on  this  issue,  the  study  team  summarized  their  concerns 
regarding  potential  ecological  impacts  from  the  installation  of  synthetic  turf. 

The  study  team  noted  that  habitat  fragmentation  can  lead  to  a  loss  of  biodiversity.  Habitat 
fragmentation  occurs  when  development  interrupts  wildlife  migration  corridors  and  disrupts 
reproductive  behaviors.  San  Francisco  has  a  number  of  ecologically  sensitive  parks,  as  well  as 
several  federally  endangered  or  threatened  species. 

To  date  no  negative  effects  to  the  local  ecology  have  been  observed  in  the  vicinity  of  any  artificial 
turf  field  in  San  Francisco. 

Study  Group  Recommendations 

When  considering  sites  for  field  renovations  with  synthetic  turf,  the  Department  should 
consider  sensitive  species  occurring  in  parks.  One  suggestion  was  to  consider  the  installatio  n  of 
turf  on  a  case-by-case  basis.  For  example,  consider  the  difference  between  the  ecological 
impacts  of  removing  existing  grass  versus  asphalt  for  replacement  with  a  synthetic  field. 

The  study  group  also  recommended  that  the  Department  conduct  an  environmental  or 
biological  assessment  prior  to  selecting  a  particular  site. 

D.  Injuries 

Summary  of  Issue  and  Concern 

While  San  Francisco  athletes  have  reported  that  the  city's  uneven  natural  grass  athletic  fields 
have  led  to  many  sprained  ankles,  Task  Force  members  were  interested  in  finding  research 
studying  the  potential  for  injury  on  grass  turf  versus  natural  turf.  In  addition,  before  the  new- 
generation  of  synthetic  playfield  technology,  artificial  turf  fields  did  not  have  materials,  such  as 
rubber,  to  absorb  shock  and  impact. 

Study  Group 

Jeanne  Darrah,  Garfield  Square  Park  User 

Dr.  Robert  Harrison,  UCSF  Occupational  and  Environmental  Health 
Research  Considered 

Most  of  the  studies  found  by  the  study  group  compared  the  potential  for  injury  on  artificial  and 
natural  turf  for  football  players.  One  study  looked  at  young  female  soccer  players  and  found  that 
the  risk  of  acute  injures  was  the  same  on  both  natural  and  synthetic  turf.  Other  studies  related 
to  football  injuries  suggested  that  there  may  be  slightly  more  injuries  on  synthetic  turf.  At  the 
same  time,  while  synthetic  turf  injuries  were  less  frequent,  natural  grass  injuries  were  more 
serious  head,  clavicle  and  knee  injuries. 
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Summary  of  Findings  by  Study  Group 

The  study  group  found  that  injury  rates  appear  to  be  most  closely  related  to  the  type  of  sport  and 
no  significant  differences  were  found  for  injuries  on  artificial  turf  when  compared  to  well- 
maintained  natural  turf.  However,  two  studies  found  more  skin  abrasions  on  artificial  turf, 
which  could  contribute  to  infections  if  not  properly  cared  for  with  first  aid. 

Only  about  four  studies  were  located  comparing  injury  rates  on  the  new  generation  of  artificial 
turf  fields  to  rates  on  natural  turf.  Injury  rates  were  generally  comparable,  although  in  some 
cases  the  numbers  of  injuries  may  have  been  too  low  to  detect  real  differences.  The  NCAA  has 
an  injury  tracking  system  that  may  provide  valuable  data  on  this  topic  in  the  future. 

Study  Group  Recommendations 

The  study  group  did  not  recommend  additional  action.  However,  they  noted  that  the 
Department  should  stay  apprised  of  future  studies  that  look  at  injury  rates  related  to  baseball. 

E.      Material  Composition:  Overall  Chemical  Composition  and  Flammability 
Summary  of  Issue  and  Concern 

Much  of  the  confusing  information  in  the  public  arena  relates  to  concerns  about  the  materials 
that  make  up  turf  and  their  risk  to  public  health  and  the  environment.  Most  of  the  synthetic  turf 
fields  contain  crumb  rubber  infill  along  with  padding  and  drainage  systems. 

Polyaromatic  Hydrocarbons  (PAHs)  are  present  in  car  exhaust,  smoke,  urban  soil,  charbroiled 
foods  and  food,  particularly  seafood.  Volatile  Organic  Compounds  (VOCs)  are  released  into  the 
air  from  gasoline,  paint,  building  materials  and  many  other  sources.  At  much  higher  levels, 
PAHs  and  VOCs  can  cause  serious  health  effects.  Studies  to  date  have  found  the  presence  of 
PAHs  and  volatile  organic  compounds  VOCs  in  the  crumb  rubber  but  not  at  levels  that  are 
dangerous  to  humans.  Several  studies  have  concluded  that  health  effects  are  unlikely  from 
exposure  to  the  levels  of  chemicals  found  in  synthetic  turf.  Crumb  rubber  can  also  contain  small 
amounts  of  heavy  metals,  which  are  discussed  below  and  in  sections  G.  H.  and  I. 

The  concern  about  flammability  arose  because  Task  Force  members  and  members  of  the  public 
did  not  feel  confident  in  the  information  available  on  the  flammability  of  the  turf.  They  did  not 
think  the  tests  run  by  manufacturers  took  into  consideration  the  possibility  of  vandalism.  One 
person  referred  to  vandalism  that  ruined  a  synthetic  field  in  the  Bay  Area  city  of  Richmond.  In 
this  incident,  the  vandals  drove  a  vehicle  into  the  middle  of  the  field  and  set  it  on  fire,  burning 
the  car  and  the  turf  underneath  and  around  it. 

Study  Group 

Chris  Geiger,  San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment 
Paul  Ledesma,  San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment 

Research  Considered 

The  study  group  reviewed  two  2007  studies  commissioned  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of 
the  Environment  titled,  "Synthetic  Turf  Versus  Natural  Turf  for  Playing  Fields"  and  "Occurrence 
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of  Bromine,  Lead,  and  Zinc  in  Synthetic  Turf  Components"  by  Philip  Dickey,  Staff  Scientist, 
Washington  Toxics  Coalition.  The  studies  were  prepared  to  help  the  Department  of 
Environment  evaluate  synthetic  turf  products. 

The  study  group  also  researched  relevant  scientific  literature  and  public  reports,  and  made 
requests  for  information  from  various  manufacturers  on  22  synthetic  turf  products  (12 
manufacturers).  In  addition,  they  referred  to  the  2007  Office  of  Environmental  Health  Hazard 
Assessment  (OEHHA)  study  evaluating  the  health  effects  of  recycled  waste  tires  in  playground 
and  track  products  for  the  California  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board. 

Summary  of  Findings  by  Study  Group 

Predominant  materials  used  in  synthetic  turf  are  fibers  (polyethylene  or  nylon),  infill  (silica 
sand,  cryogenic  or  ambient  rubber,  and  backing  material  (polyurethane,  polypropylene,  various 
foams).  Two  turf  products  reviewed  contain  lead,  possibly  to  act  as  a  color  fixative.  The 
presence  of  lead  in  those  products  would  not  present  a  significant  risk  to  field  users  because  it  is 
inaccessible  in  padding  or  other  layers  below  the  turf.  Bulk  materials  contain  various  additives 
that  may  or  may  not  be  problematic.  Rubber,  for  example  typically  contains  some  zinc,  around 
20%  naphthenic/aromatic  oil,  and  various  other  compounds.  Plastics  may  contain  brominated 
flame  retardants,  and  PVC  vinyl  may  contain  a  host  of  plasticizers  and  stabilizers  such  as  lead 
and  phthalates. 

Testing  by  the  Washington  Toxics  Coalition  showed  that  brominated  flame  retardants  are  not 
present  in  the  brands  tested,  except  for  a  small  amount  in  the  shock  pad  of  one  product. 
Tests  also  showed  significant  lead  in  two  products,  especially  in  the  nylon  thread  (encapsulated 
inside  the  polyethylene  yarn).  From  a  risk  perspective,  if  the  lead  is  inaccessible  the  risk  is 
negligible.  Therefore  the  presence  of  lead  in  padding  or  other  layers  below  the  turf  may  not  be  a 
concern  for  users  of  the  turf.  However,  a  precautionary  principle  approach  to  purchasing  would 
seek  to  avoid  products  containing  lead  (i.e.,  nylon  products).  Zinc  was  present  in  infill 
materials,  as  expected. 

A  more  complete  review  of  flammability  issues  is  desirable,  although  the  flash  point  (the 
temperature  at  which  a  material  will  initially  ignite)  and  autoignition  data  suggest  that  the 
hazard  is  minimal.  The  spread  of  flames  was  slow  in  two  known  playground  fires  involving 
loose-fill  crumb  rubber,  and  no  one  was  injured.  Both  fires  were  intentionally  started  by 
juveniles  who  used  matches,  paper,  and  wood  to  ignite  the  crumb  rubber. 

For  fiber  used  in  synthetic  turf,  some  manufacturers  cite  their  products'  passage  of  ASTM  D 
2859  Flammability  (Pill  test).  This  test  relies  on  a  point  ignition  source  that  might  understate 
flammability  hazards  from  arsonists.  Most  manufacturers  claim  that  their  product  is 
nonflammable. 

Given  the  incidents  of  fires  in  playgrounds  with  surfaces  of  shredded  tires  and  in  artificial  turf 
fields  with  rubber  infill,  these  artificial  turf  fields  should  be  considered  potentially  flammable. 
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Study  Group  Recommendations 

Choose  turf  products  that  are  free  of  lead,  since  it  is  apparently  not  essential.  Minimize  the 
potential  for  zinc  hazards  through  site  selection  and  maintenance  (i.e.,  no  standing  water)  and 
choose  infill  materials  that  do  not  contain  zinc,  when  feasible. . 

In  addition,  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  should  consider  obtaining  an  opinion  or 
review  of  the  flammability  of  synthetic  turf  from  the  San  Francisco  Fire  Department. 

F.       Material  Composition:  Off  Gassing 


Note:  The  study  group  did  not  prepare  a  formal  written  summary.  There  is  significant  overlap 
with  the  issue  areas  summarized  in  sections  E.  and  G.  The  Task  Force  discussed  this  issue 
during  the  May  29  and  June  11,  2008  meetings.  The  transcripts  are  available  in  the  Web  site 
archive  noted  in  Section  V. 


Summary  of  Issue  and  Concern 

Preliminary  testing  conducted  by  the  Connecticut  Agricultural  Experiment  Station  at  the  request 
of  a  nonprofit  advocacy  group  EHHI  discussed  in  Section  IV  showed  that  volatile  organic 
compounds  are  released  into  the  air  (called  off-gassing)  from  rubber  pellets  made  from  ground- 
up  rubber  tires,  a  fill  material  for  several  new-generation  synthetic  turfs  (see  sections  E.  and  G.). 
While  they  did  not  find  VOC  levels  to  be  a  risk  to  human  health,  they  suggested  that  additional 
studies  should  be  conducted. 

Study  Group 

Charlie  Vidair,  Office  of  Environmental  Health  Hazard  Assessment  (OEHHA) 
Michael  Vestel,  Rolph  Playground  Neighbor 

Research  Considered 

The  group  referred  to  the  2001-2003  Building  Material  Emissions  Study  conducted  by  the 
California  Department  of  Health  Services  (DHS);  J.  C.  Broderick  &  Associates  air  measurements 
above  outdoor  synthetic  football  fields  in  two  high  schools  in  New  York  State;  a  Norwegian 
Institute  for  Air  Research  study  that  measured  the  air  over  an  indoor  synthetic  field;  the  Moretto 
study  performed  for  the  artificial  turf  industry;  and  also,  the  National  Institute  for  Public  Health 
and  the  Environment  (Netherlands)  study  of  the  air  over  four  outdoor  soccer  pitches  made  from 
synthetic  turf. 

Summary  of  Findings  by  Study  Group 

The  group  did  not  consider  the  level  of  off-gassing  adverse  to  human  health  based  on  the  studies 
they  reviewed.  They  noted  that  the  DHS  study  measurements  were  only  taken  from  indoor 
flooring,  and  with  products  containing  recycled  tires,  the  emissions  will  vary  since  it  is  not  a 
virgin  material.  The  indoor  study  recommended  that,  prior  to  installation,  products  with  odors 
and  significant  VOC  emissions  should  off-gas  in  dry,  well-ventilated  space  for  14  calendar  days 
to  allow  for  reasonable  dissipation  of  odors  and  emissions  prior  to  delivery  to  a  project  site. 
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There  have  been  few  studies  that  analyzed  the  air  above  these  fields  for  volatile  chemicals  and 
particles.  The  largest  study  was  performed  in  Norway.  Calculations  based  on  the  measured 
levels  of  chemicals  and  particles  suggested  that  adverse  health  effects  would  not  occur  in  players 
using  these  fields,  although  significant  uncertainties  remained  (i.e.,  not  all  chemicals  identified 
and  the  absence  of  health-based  screening  levels  for  many  chemicals  and  particles). 

Study  Group  Recommendations 

Determining  if  the  recycled  tire  infill  is  a  pollution  source  and  health  risk  in  the  outdoors 
requires  further  research.  It  is  suggested  such  experiments  be  performed  at  local  San  Francisco 
artificial  turf  installations  such  as  Garfield  Park.  Such  experiments  should  be  done  to  mimic  use 
by  children  as  they  are  closest  to  the  source  (measured  at  child  height,  say  32  inches).  Similarly, 
the  sampling  should  be  done  both  during  use  (running,  etc.)  and  close  to  where  the  re- 
suspension  will  take  place  (e.g.  close  to  the  athlete's  breathing  zone).  Measurements  on  hot  and 
cold  days  should  be  performed. 

G.      Material  Composition:  Ingestion  -  Inhalation  of  Turf  Product  Materials 
Summary  of  Issue  and  Concern 

The  three  possible  routes  of  exposure  to  chemicals  are  inhalation,  ingestion,  and  skin 
absorption.  Associations  have  been  found  between  day-to-day  inhalable  particulate  air  pollution 
and  an  increased  risk  of  adverse  health  outcomes  related  to  risk  to  heart  and  lung  health. 
While  large  particles  are  filtered  through  the  nose  and  throat  and  do  not  cause  problems, 
particles  less  than  10  microns  (1/  10th  the  diameter  of  coarse  hair)  in  diameter  (called  PM10  and 
PM2.5)  have  strong  relationships  to  adverse  health  effects.  In  the  United  States,  health  risk 
assessments  follow  PM10  and  PM2.5  for  regulating  emissions.  Ingestion  and  skin  contact  is  a 
concern  because  small  children  are  known  to  eat  or  mouth  objects  in  their  environment.  Older 
youth  and  adults  who  come  into  contact  with  crumb  rubber  might  inadvertently  ingest  or  have 
skin  contact  with  crumb  rubber  or  from  field  dusts. 

In  January  2007  the  California  Office  of  Environmental  Health  Hazard  Assessment  (OEHHA) 
published  three  studies  for  the  California  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board  (CIWMB)  that 
evaluated  rubberized  matting  used  in  playgrounds.  The  CIWMB  needed  to  gain  a  better 
understanding  of  the  potential  health  risks  to  children  using  outdoor  playground  and  track 
surfaces  made  of  recycled  waste  tires.  The  OEHHA  study  researched  each  potential  exposure 
pathway  by  conducting  a  literature  search,  an  experiment  to  mimic  the  gastric  environment  of  a 
young  child  exposed  by  ingestion,  and  by  conducting  an  experiment  to  mimic  chronic  hand-to- 
surface-to-mouth  activity.  OEHHA  found  no  evidence  that  rubberized  matting  used  in 
playgrounds,  material  similar  in  composition  to  synthetic  turf  infill,  would  cause  danger  or  harm 
to  human  health  through  ingestion,  inhalation,  or  by  skin  contact. 

Study  Group 

Charlie  Vidair,  Office  of  Environmental  Health  Hazard  Assessment  (OEHHA) 
Michael  Vestel,  Rolph  Playground  Neighbor 
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Research  Considered 

The  study  group  reviewed  the  OEHH  A  playground  study  and  EHII  study  referenced  above, 
other  international  and  national  studies  by  public  agencies,  and  a  study  conducted  by  the  turf 
manufacturers  (also  see  section  F.). 

Task  force  member  Michael  Vestel  also  compiled  extensive  resources  on  the  linkages  between 
particulate  matter  and  health  outcomes;  these  references  are  included  in  the  summary  he 
prepared  on  this  topic  located  in  the  Appendix. 

Summary  of  Findings  by  Study  Group 

Adverse  health  effects  were  not  expected  from  the  exposure  scenarios  as  modeled  in  each 
published  study,  either  via  inhalation  or  ingestion.  When  specifically  analyzing  tire  shreds  used 
as  playground  safety  surfacing,  which  were  which  were  found  to  emit  thirteen  metals  and  eleven 
organic  chemicals  in  an  indoor  setting,  a  low  risk  of  adverse  health  effects  was  calculated  for  a 
scenario  of  a  one-time  ingestion  of  10  grams  of  shreds  by  a  child.  Exposure  modeling  suggests 
the  identified  chemicals  would  not  cause  health  effects  via  inhalation  in  outdoor  applications; 
however,  most  low-level  chemicals  were  not  identified  and  so  could  not  be  evaluated  for  health 
effects.  Chemical  release  by  rubber  crumb  used  in  synthetic  fields  is  likely  to  be  greater  since  the 
surface  area/ weight  of  rubber  crumb  is  greater  than  that  for  rubber  shreds. 

The  group  could  not  find  data  on  the  concentrations  of  many  of  the  chemicals  released  in 
outdoor  settings.  One  study,  by  RTVM  (Netherlands)  did  examine  the  air  above  four  outdoor 
soccer  pitches  for  the  presence  of  nitrosamine,  a  known  carcinogen.  RIVM  concluded  that 
nitrosamines  do  not  pose  a  health  hazard  to  the  users  of  the  synthetic  turf  pitches. 

However,  to  fully  and  accurately  assess  the  potential  for  human  health  toxicity,  accurate 
measurements  of  particulate  matter,  specifically  PMio,  PM2.5  and  ultra  fine  particles  are 
required.  These  measurements  will  provide  the  comparative  data  necessary  to  determine  if  a 
significant  pollution  risk  exists  due  to  the  level,  and/or  chemical  composition,  of  the  particulate 
matter  associated  with  outdoor  synthetic  turf. 

Currently,  the  literature  does  not  address  this,  though  it  does  for  indoor  particulates  from 
artificial  turf. 

Study  Group  Recommendations 

The  study  group  identified  the  current  gaps  in  research  and  made  recommendations  for  how  the 
methodologies  of  several  studies  could  be  improved  to  yield  more  conclusive  outcomes.  In 
addition,  determining  if  the  recycled  tire  infill  is  a  pollution  source  and  health  risk  in  the 
outdoors  requires  further  research.  As  noted  in  the  preceding  section,  it  is  suggested  such 
measurements  be  performed  at  local  San  Francisco  artificial  turf  installations  such  as  Garfield 
Park.  Such  experiments  should  be  done  to  mimic  use  by  children  as  they  are  closest  to  the 
source  (measured  at  child  height,  say  32  inches).  Similarly,  the  sampling  should  be  done  both 
during  use  (running,  etc.)  and  close  to  where  the  re-suspension  will  take  place  (e.g.  close  to  the 
athlete's  breathing  zone).  Measurements  on  hot  and  cold  days  should  be  performed. 
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H.      Material  Composition:  Lead 


Note:  The  study  group  did  not  prepare  a  formal  written  summary.  There  is  overlap  with  the 
issue  areas  summarized  in  sections  E.  and  G.  The  Task  Force  discussed  this  issue  during  the 
June  li,  2008  meeting.  The  transcript  is  available  in  the  Web  site  archive  noted  in  Section  V. 

Summary  of  Issue  and  Concern 

According  to  the  Centers  for  Disease  Control,  in  general,  children  less  than  6  years  old  are  more 
likely  to  be  affected  by  lead  than  adults  because  of  increased  contact  with  lead  sources  in  the 
environment,  including  lead  contaminated  house  dust  and  soil.  Children  also  absorb  lead  more 
easily.  Children's  developing  nervous  systems  are  also  more  susceptible  to  the  adverse  health 
effects  of  lead  including  developmental  delay  and  behavioral  problems. 

Study  Group 

Jeanne  Darrah,  Garfield  Square  Park  User 

Dr.  Robert  Harrison,  UCSF  Occupational  and  Environmental  Health 
Research  Considered 

June  18,  2008  Centers  for  Disease  Control  and  Prevention  (CDC)  Public  Health  Advisory  on  the 
Potential  Exposure  to  Lead  in  Artificial  Turf  submitted  by  email  to  the  Department. 

Summary  of  Findings  by  Study  Group 

The  New  Jersey  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  N  JDHSS  provided  CDC  information 
on  limited  sampling  they  conducted  of  athletic  fields  in  New  Jersey  and  commercial  products. 
The  results  indicated  that  artificial  turf  made  of  nylon  or  nylon/polyethylene  blend  fibers 
contain  lead  at  levels  that  may  be  a  potential  health  concern.  Artificial  turf  fields  made  with  only 
polyethylene  fibers  contain  very  low  levels  of  lead  according  to  their  tests. 

Information  provided  by  NJDHSS  to  CDC  and  Agency  for  Toxic  Substances  and  Disease 
Registry  (ATSDR)  indicates  that  some  of  the  fields  with  elevated  lead  in  either  dust  and/or  turf 
fiber  samples  were  old,  used  frequently,  weathered  and  visibly  dusty.  The  CDC  stated  that  these 
factors  should  be  considered  when  evaluating  the  potential  for  harmful  lead  exposures  from  a 
given  field. 

The  CDC  also  emphasized  that  although  turf  testing  has  been  limited  to  the  state  of  New  Jersey, 
no  cases  of  elevated  blood  lead  levels  in  children  have  been  linked  to  artificial  turf  on  athletic 
fields  in  New  Jersey  or  elsewhere. 

Because  it  is  unclear  whether  all  artificial  turf  contains  lead  at  this  time,  CDC  and  ATSDR 
only  recommend  testing  artificial  turf  fields  that  appear  worn  or  weathered.  NJDHSS  has  asked 
the  United  States  Consumer  Product  Safety  Commission  (CPSCH  to  investigate  this  potential 


Since  the  study  group  shared  its  findings,  the  CPSC  has  issued  the  findings  of  its  investigation.  These  may  be 
accessed  through  their  website  at  http://www.cpsc.gov/cpscpub/prerel/prhtml08/08348.html 
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problem  and  CDC  and  ATSDR  are  currently  waiting  for  information  from  CPSC  to  help  guide 
future  public  health  recommendations  and  actions. 

Study  Group  Recommendations 

The  study  group  recommends  that  RPD  not  purchase  nylons  turf  and  choose  lead-free  products. 

/.  Obesity 

Summary  of  Issue  and  Concern 

Adults  and  children  in  California  and  across  the  country  are  facing  alarming  rates  of  obesity 
with  a  decline  in  physical  activity.  A  July  2008  press  release  by  The  National  Institute  of  Child 
Health  and  Human  Development  (NICHD)  announced  the  conclusion  of  a  long-term  study  that 
found  a  sharp  drop  in  activity  levels  of  American  children  between  age  9  and  age  15.  NICHD 
wrote,  "helping  American  children  maintain  appropriate  activity  levels  is  a  major  public  health 
goal  requiring  immediate  action." 

Study  Group 

Jeanne  Darrah,  Garfield  Square  Park  User 

Dr.  Robert  Harrison,  UCSF  Occupational  and  Environmental  Health 
Research  Considered 

The  group's  findings  were  largely  based  on  scientific  studies  and  scientific  opinions  including: 
"Promotion  of  physical  activity  in  children"  by  Floriani  and  Kennedy  of  the  UCSF  Dept.  of 
Family  and  Healthcare  Nursing;  "Physical  Activity  Among  Adolescents,  When  Do  Parks 
Matter?"  by  Babey  et  al.;  "Contribution  of  Public  Parks  to  Physical  Activity"  by  Cohen,  et  al.;  and 
"Physical  Activity  and  Neighborhood  Resources  in  High  School  Girls"  by  Pate,  et  al.  The  group 
also  reviewed  The  Trust  for  Public  Land's  2005  publication,  "Healthy  Parks,  Healthy 
Communities,  Addressing  Health  disparities  and  Park  Inequalities  through  Public  Financing  of 
Parks,  Playgrounds,  and  Other  Physical  Activity  Settings."  The  Trust  for  Public  Land  has 
publicized  the  issue  of  obesity  and  the  potential  for  physical  activity  offered  by  parks  to  improve 
the  health  of  youth  and  low  income  communities. 

Summary  of  Findings  by  Study  Group 

According  to  the  Trust  for  Public  Land,  low  income  communities  of  color  have  reduced  access  to 
community-level  physical  activity  settings.  Research  has  shown  that  physical  activity  is  an 
effective  strategy  for  obesity  intervention  (Floriani).  Teens  reporting  no  access  to  safe  parks  are 
more  likely  not  to  engage  in  any  physical  activity  compared  to  teens  with  such  access  (Babey). 
Living  close  to  a  park  is  a  critical  determinant  of  park  use  and  physical  activity  in  low-  income 
and  minority  communities  (Cohen).  The  highest  expenditure  of  energy  was  associated  with 
soccer  fields,  playgrounds,  basketball,  tennis  and  volleyball  courts  as  opposed  to  dog  play  areas, 
picnic  shelters,  baseball  fields  and  open-space  areas  (Cohen).  Female  adolescent  girls  were  more 


RPD  has  not  purchased  nylon  turf.  All  synthetic  field  materials  in  use  are  polyethylene-based. 
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likely  to  engage  in  physical  activity  where  there  were  multiple  activities  at  one  site,  the  site  was 
well  lighted  and  clean  and  safe  (Pate). 

In  addition,  after  reviewing  New  York  Department  of  Recreation  and  Parks  data,  the  group  also 
found  that  New  York  City  is  experiencing  28%  more  use  time  on  artificial  turf  fields  when 
compared  to  grass  fields. 

Study  Group  Recommendations 

Consider  focusing  the  installation  of  artificial  turf  fields  in  high  density  areas  of  the  city  and 
where  natural  turf  maintenance  is  not  feasible  due  to  field  overuse. 

/.       Turf  Products:  Alternative  field  products 
Summary  of  Issue  and  Concern 

In  recent  years,  several  new  synthetic  turf  products  have  come  to  market.  While  a  new 
alternative  might  prove  to  be  the  best  available  technology  at  some  time  in  the  future,  today  not 
enough  is  known  about  the  alternatives,  including  their  playability,  performance  over  time, 
safety,  recyclability,  and  the  reliability  of  new  vendors  without  a  track  record. 

Study  Group 

Mollie  Ward  Brown,  Parks  Trust  Board  Member  and  Dan  Mauer,  RPD 
Research  Considered 

The  study  group  considered  interviews  and  product  information  collected  by  Dan  Mauer  from 
numerous  turf  manufacturers  over  the  last  two  years,  searched  the  Internet  for  alternative 
products  and  manufacturers,  and  contacted  other  municipalities  and  schools  to  inquire  about 
field  types  and  experiences. 

Summary  of  Findings  by  Study  Group 

According  to  RPD's  Dan  Mauer,  the  turf  industry  is  an  extremely  volatile  market  and  there  are 
many  companies  emerging  and  failing  on  a  regular  basis.  One  turf  manufacturer  estimated  that 
there  are  approximately  45  companies  in  the  market  selling  turf  products  or  individual 
components. 

All  turf  companies  appear  to  have  similar  product  types  with  minor  variations  to  their  systems 
to  distinguish  their  product  lines.  These  variations  include  differences  in  fiber  design  and 
profile,  length,  or  combination  of  fiber  material  (polyethylene/nylon),  backing  design,  infill  type 
and  sub  turf  pads  and  drainage  systems. 

Most  turf  companies  use  all  rubber  (typically  a  polymer  rubber  called  styrene-butadiene  rubber 
or  SBR  or,  in  some  cases,  recycled  tires)  or  a  combination  of  rubber  and  sand  as  their  primary 
infill  product.  Although  there  are  alternative  infill  products  available,  most  companies  believe 
that  rubber  is  the  best  infill  product  on  the  market  because  it  has  been  field  tested  and  proven 
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for  performance.  The  goal  of  alternative  infill  products  on  the  market  is  to  address  the  concerns 
about  SBR  rubber  (leaching,  off-gassing,  heat  island). 

All  fiber  material  is  made  of  either  polyethylene  or  nylon  or  a  combination  of  the  two.  Backing 
material  is  made  of  various  layers  of  geo  textile  fabric  layers  with  various  binding  and  gluing 
styles.  Some  turf  companies  that  use  no  infill  or  alternative  infill  products  require  a  resilient 
backing  material  to  prevent  compaction  as  well  as  to  meet  fall  attenuation  requirements  called 
GMAX6  (a  measure  of  the  peak  forces  likely  to  be  inflicted  on  the  head  as  a  result  of  impact  from 
a  fall).  Currently,  there  appears  to  be  only  one  company  that  has  indicated  that  they  have  an 
active  recycling  component/program  associated  with  their  turf  product.  Further  evaluation  is 
required. 

Study  Group  Recommendations 

It  is  important  to  research  and  investigate  all  viable  material  options  by  requesting  feedback 
from  other  users  as  well  as  examine  the  companies  that  provide  the  material  and  installation 
services.  The  Department  should  request  Material  Safely  Data  Sheet  (MSDS)  for  products  to 
compare  safety  or  potential  hazards. 

Although  it  is  important  to  pick  the  most  appropriate  material  for  the  need,  other  variables 
related  to  vendor  choice  should  be  considered  in  the  selection  process  including  vendor  fiscal 
status,  experience,  location,  continued  customer  service,  warranty,  and  recycling  programs. 
Because  the  synthetic  turf  industry  is  changing  rapidly  to  meet  the  needs  of  consumers, 
decisions  made  on  new  companies  and  products  should  be  well  researched  to  make  sure  that  the 
Department  receives  and  delivers  the  best  product  and  service  to  park  users.  In  addition,  the 
Department  should  gather  user  feedback  on  alternative  turf  products  from  other  municipal  user 
groups. 

K.       Turf  Products:  Recyclability 
Summary  of  Issue  and  Concern 

Synthetic  turf  fields  are  expected  to  have  a  lifetime  of  12+  years.  Once  they  are  worn  down  and 
require  removal,  the  material  will  need  to  be  landfilled,  unless  an  alternative  solution  is 
identified. 

Study  Group 

Paul  Ledesma,  San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment 
Robert  Watkins,  Labor  -  Local  261 


6  Refer  to  American  Society  for  Testing  and  Materials  (ASTM)  F355  Standard  test  method  for 
shock-absorbing  properties  of  playing  surface  systems  and  materials,  and  F1936  Standard 
specification  for  shock-absorbing  properties  of  North  American  football  field  playing  systems  as 
measured  in  the  field. 
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Research  Considered 

Interviews  with  synthetic  turf  manufacturers  and  distributors  provided  by  Dan  Mauer,  RPD. 
Summary  of  Findings  by  Study  Group 

End-of-life  issues  are  both  an  economic  and  environmental  concern.  Disposal  costs  are  expected 
to  increase  significantly  in  the  next  decade.  According  to  the  City  of  Larchmont,  California,  when 
an  80,000  sq.  ft.  field  required  replacing,  it  created  400  tons  of  debris  that  the  city  needed  to 
manage. 

Currently,  there  appears  to  be  only  one  company  in  the  industry  that  recycles  this  material  at  the 
end-of-life.  However,  several  manufacturers  are  developing  programs  to  both  reclaim  turf  and 
use  materials  containing  post-consumer  content  in  new  products.  Other  interviewees  expressed 
varying  degrees  of  understanding  of  recycled  content  materials.  All  expressed  a  willingness  to 
commit  their  companies  to  end-of-life  recycling  for  their  products. 

Study  Group  Recommendations 

Choose  vendors  willing  to  guarantee  that  turf  materials  will  be  recycled  to  the  highest  and  best 
use.  Procure  turf  materials  containing  post-consumer  content  when  possible  and  select  those 
materials  pursuant  to  Ordinance  53-07  (Public  Works  -  Use  of  Recycled  Materials).  Continue  to 
negotiate  and  create  pressure  on  manufacturers  to  innovate  and  use  post-consumer  content  in 
the  manufacturing  of  synthetic  turf. 

L.       Water  Quality 
Summary  of  Issue  and  Concern 

Some  of  the  materials  found  in  synthetic  turf  contain  heavy  metals  and  known  carcinogens, 
including  zinc,  lead,  cadmium,  and  mercury.  Because  it  is  well  known  that  these  compounds 
can  leach  into  water,  the  Study  Group  members  sought  to  understand  the  current  scientific 
knowledge  concerning  the  quantity,  toxicity,  and  longevity  of  these  harmful  chemicals  that  could 
potentially  leach  into  the  groundwater  and  environment. 

Study  Group 

Ellen  Levin,  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission 
Steve  Hagler,  Neighbor 

Research  Considered 

The  Study  Group  reviewed  22  studies  and  papers,  including  several  that  identified  heavy  metals 
and  known  carcinogens  associated  with  synthetic  turf,  several  that  measured  the  amount  of 
heavy  metals  in  turf  leachate,  several  that  documented  the  concentrations  of  leachate  over  time, 
and  several  that  measured  the  area  affected  by  leachate. 

Summary  of  Findings  by  Study  Group 

Studies  reviewed  show  that  concentrations  of  heavy  metals  in  leachate  from  synthetic  turf 
and/or  materials  used  in  synthetic  turf  (i.e.  crumb  rubber  from  recycled  tires,  tire  shreds,  etc.) 


Recreation  and  Park  Department  Report  -  Synthetic  Playfields 


Page  28 


can  exceed  national  and  state  water  quality  standards78?10  (zinc  up  to  14X  the  national  standard 
in  one  test),  however  the  concentrations  decreased  to  safe  standards  after  a  few  months.1112^  It 
should  be  noted  that  these  tests  were  performed  in  the  laboratory  and  not  under  natural 
conditions,  which  may  alter  results. 

Additional  studies  found  that  toxic  substances  that  leached  were  very  localized  and  did  not  affect 
a  large  area.^16  It  was  emphasized  that,  while  there  may  be  some  water  quality  impairment  from 
metals,  PAHs,  and  toxics,  these  impacts  pale  in  comparison  to  the  leaching  of  tire  scrap  storage 
in  landfills. 

The  Study  Group  found  that  more  evidence  is  needed  about  the  resultant  environmental  effects 
of  artificial  turf  leachate.  Because  of  this  unknown,  the  Study  Group  found  that  turf  leachate 
risks  could  be  lessened  by  locating  synthetic  fields  in  locations  that  do  not  flood  and  by  lining 
the  fields  so  that  leachate  could  be  collected  and  diverted  into  the  wastewater  system,  allowing  it 
to  be  processed  by  the  City's  wastewater  treatment  facilities.  The  Study  Group  also  discussed 
the  possibility  of  installing  turf  only  after  leachate  concentrations  have  declined  to  lower  levels. 

Study  Group  Recommendations 

The  Study  Group  identified  several  recommendations  related  to  water  quality  issues  associated 
with  synthetic  turf.  Primarily,  limiting  the  materials  containing  heavy  metal  in  the  synthetic  turf 
would  avoid  water  quality  concerns  entirely.  In  the  event  that  it  is  not  possible  to  avoid  such 
materials,  there  are  several  actions  that  should  be  considered  in  installing  synthetic  turf.  They 
are  presented  below: 

Avoid  leachate  from  infiltrating  the  groundwater  basin  by  collecting  it  and  retaining  it, 
particularly  during  storm  events,  for  eventual  discharge  to  the  City's  sewer  system;  or 

Request  (from  manufacturer)  or  perform  leachate  tests  on  synthetic  turf  to  determine  if 
the  leachate  meets  drinking  water  quality  standards  before  allowing  it  to  infiltrate  the 
groundwater  basin.  If  the  leachate  does  not  meet  drinking  water  quality  standards,  avoid 
groundwater  infiltration  until  studies  can  be  performed  to  understand  any  potential 


^  "Examination  of  Crumb  Rubber  Produced  from  Recycled  Tires."  Department  of  Analytical  Chemistry  at  the 
Connecticut  Agricultural  Experiment  Station. 

8  "Environmental  Risk  Assessment  of  Artificial  Turf  Systems."  Norwegian  Institute  for  Water  Research  2005. 

9  Preliminary  Artificial  Turf  Leachate  Study,  Santa  Clara  Valley  Water  District. 

10  "Coordinated  Laboratory  and  Field  Investigation  of  the  Impact  of  Artificial  Turf  Leachate  on  Groundwater  and 
Surface  Water  Quality."  Cheng  and  Reinhard,  Stanford  University 

11  "Field  Study  of  Water  Quality  Effects  of  Tire  Shreds  Placed  Below  the  Water  Table."  Dana  N.  Humphrey,  Lynn  E. 
Katz. 

12  French  National  Institute  for  Industrial  Environment  and  Risks  (INERIS) 

'3  "Toxicological  Evaluation  for  the  Hazard  Assessment  of  Tire  Crumb  for  Use  in  Public  Playgrounds."  J  Air  and  Waste 
Management  Association. 

'4  "Environmental  and  Health  Assessment  of  the  Use  of  Elastomer  Granulates  as  Infill  in  3rd-Generation  Artificial 
Turf."  Robert  Moretto,  EEDEMS. 

'5  "Evaluation  of  Health  Effects  of  Recycled  Waste  Tires  in  Playground  and  Track  Products."  California  Office  of 
Environmental  Health  Hazard  Assessment,  Jan  2007 

16  "Assessing  the  Health  and  Environmental  Impact  from  the  Use  of  End-of-Life  tire  Rubber  Crumb  as  Artificial  Turf 
in  Sports  Arenas."  ALS  Laboratory  Group. 
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impacts  on  groundwater  quality.  If  the  study  results  indicate  that  groundwater  quality 
will  not  be  impacted,  infiltration  may  be  appropriate.  This  action  should  be  followed  in 
consultation  with  the  SFPUC  and  DPH. 
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V.     Key  Findings  and  Department  Recommendations 

The  conversation  about  synthetic  turf  is  occurring,  in  part,  because  the  modern  generation  of 
synthetic  turf  is  new  and  evolving.  Like  all  new  technologies,  it  is  under  scrutiny,  which  will 
hopefully  result  in  continued  product  improvement.  As  described  in  Section  III,  subject-matter 
experts  from  San  Francisco's  Department  of  the  Environment  and  Department  of  Public  Health 
provided  important  recommendations  for  improving  the  playfield  renovation  program. 
Following  those  recommendations,  Task  Force  members  and  members  of  the  public  raised 
additional  questions  and  made  key  recommendations  to  the  Department.  These  findings  helped 
the  Department  to  formulate  recommendations  for  improving  the  playfield  renovation  projects. 
Those  recommendations  are  provided  in  Table  4. 


Table  4:  Department  Recommendations  for  each  Issue  Area 

Issue  Area 

Department  Recommendations 

A.  Bacteria/Staph 
Infection 

1.  The  Department  should  review  and  revise  language  in  permit 
documents  to  emphasize  good  hygiene,  such  as  washing  hands 
after  playing,  and  practicing  standard  first  aid  for  skin  wounds  to 
prevent  infection,  regardless  of  the  type  of  turf. 

2.  The  Department  should  install  signage  at  renovated  fields  with 
health  and  safety  guidelines  for  players. 

3.  Although  the  Department  does  not  believe  that  antimicrobial 
agents  are  needed  on  fields,  staff  should  reevaluate  this  additive 
option  with  both  the  Health  Department  and  the  PUC  to  determine 

11  Lllclc  la  a  lie  I  Ucllclll. 

B.  Climate  Change  & 
Heat  Island  Effects 

1.  The  Department  should  conduct  or  participate  in  field  temperature 
testing  at  existing  synthetic  turf  fields  in  San  Francisco. 

2.  As  part  of  the  Department's  evaluation  of  future  fields,  identify 
opportunities  to  convert  asphalt  play  space  into  synthetic  turf. 

C.  Ecosystem 

1.  Work  with  the  Director  of  the  Natural  Areas  Program  to  assist  with 
site  selection,  including  field  selection  criteria. 

2.  The  Department  should  consult  with  native  landscaping  specialists 
to  plant  native,  drought  tolerant  and  wildlife-friendly  trees,  shrubs, 
and  groundcover  around  renovated  playfield  sites  as  appropriate. 

3.  With  all  new  synthetic  turf  projects,  the  Department  should 
provide  appropriate  landscape  and  irrigation  improvements  to  all 
impacted  areas  surrounding  the  field. 

4.  As  part  of  the  Department's  evaluation  of  future  fields,  identify 
opportunities  to  convert  asphalt  play  space  into  synthetic  turf. 

5.  The  Department  should  continue  its  standard  practice  of 
submitting  each  project  to  the  Planning  Department  for  general 
plan  review  as  well  as  a  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 
(CEQA)  review. 
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Table  4:  Department  Recommendations  for  each  Issue  Area 

Issue  Area 

Department  Recommendations 

D.  Injuries 

1.  The  Department  should  continue  to  review  literature  and  new 
studies  as  they  become  available. 

2.  Contact  NCAA  to  see  if  they  are  planning  to  publish  anything  ont 
his  topic  using  the  data  from  their  injury  tracking  system. 

E.  -  H.  Material 

Chemical 

Composition 

1.  The  Department  should  continue  to  review  literature  and  new 
studies  as  they  become  available. 

2.  The  Department  should  request  MSDS  sheets  from  turf  vendors, 
which  provide  data  on  flammability  testing  and  consult  the  fire 
department  on  product  literature.  The  Department  should 
continue  to  monitor  performance  and  reliability  of  companies  with 
new  rubber  free  infill  alternatives. 

3.  The  Department  should  not  purchase  field  products  that  contain 
hazardous  levels  of  lead. 

4.  The  Department  should  conduct  or  participate  in  sampling  to  test 
existing  San  Francisco  synthetic  turf  fields  for  lead. 

5.  The  Department  should  conduct  or  participate  in  tests  of  field 
stormwater  runoff  to  determine  the  presence  and  potential  levels 
of  zinc  and  other  possible  contaminants. 

6.  If  the  stormwater  runoff  meets  drinking  water  standards,  the 
Department  should  recharge  it  into  groundwater,  if  feasible.  If  the 
water  does  not  meet  drinking  water  standards,  the  Department 
should  collect  runoff  for  discharging  into  the  sewer  system,  where 
it  will  be  treated  appropriately. 

7.  Immediately  following  storm  events,  any  stormwater  discharges 
should  be  managed  on  site  to  support  efforts  to  manage  the  City's 
overall  storm  water  system. 

8.  The  Department  should  examine  alternative  infill  products  that  do 
not  contain  zinc. 

9.  The  Department  should  monitor  a  leachate  study  currently 
underway  at  Stanford  University. 

10.  The  Department  should  work  with  CalEPA  to  develop  one-time  air 
quality  tests  on  a  subset  of  existing  synthetic  turf  fields. 

11.  The  Department  should  continue  to  track  CalEPA's  studies  of 
particulates,  which  may  be  underway  in  the  next  year  or  two. 

12.  The  Department  should  not  install  synthetic  turf  fields  in  areas  of 
parks  that  are  prone  to  flooding. 

13.  All  synthetic  turf  fields  should  be  installed  above  the  water  table 
and  feature  state  of  the  art  drainage  systems. 

14.  When  purchasing  new  turf  projects,  RPD  should  request  full 
material  composition  disclosures  and  share  them  with  DPH  and 
SFE  for  feedback. 
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Table  4:  Department  Recommendations  for  each  Issue  Area 

Issue  Area 

Department  Recommendations 

I.  Obesity 

1.   The  Department  should  continue  to  increase  access  and  play  time 
on  athletic  playfields  to  promote  physical  activity  among  children, 
youth  and  adults. 

J. -K.  Turf  Products: 
Alternative  Field 
Products  and 
Recyclability 

1.  The  Department  should  continue  to  request  feedback  from  user 
groups  using  new  products  rather  than  relying  on  manufacturers 
for  quality  and  performance  information.  New  York  and  New 
Jersey  are  leading  the  way,  and  the  Department  will  know  more 
about  performance,  playability,  safety,  and  longevity  of  new 
products  within  the  next  three  years. 

2.  The  Department  should  work  with  SFE  staff  to  continue 
encouraging  turf  manufacturers  to  initiate  and  implement  end- 
of-product-life  recycling  programs. 

3.  The  Department  should  search  for  turf  companies  that  use  post- 
consumer  recycled  content  in  their  material. 

VI.  Conclusion 

Throughout  the  proceedings,  Task  Force  members  were  very  thoughtful  and  provided  an 
invaluable  service  to  the  Department  and  San  Francisco  residents.  The  group's  proceedings  led 
to  a  comprehensive  record  of  legitimate  concerns  and  relevant  research.  Multiple  perspectives 
from  scientists,  subject  matter  experts  and  community  members  allowed  for  a  diverse  public 
forum  and  the  synthesis  of  new  information  that  has  emerged  over  the  last  three  years, 
especially  in  the  last  year.  The  recommendations  in  this  report  will  improve  the  playfield 
renovation  program  and  the  Department's  progress  toward  ensuring  adequate  opportunities  for 
youth  and  adults  to  play  field  sports  in  San  Francisco. 
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In  addition,  the  Department  would  like  to  extend  its  thanks  and  appreciation  to  those  members 
of  the  general  public  who  provided  comments  during  Task  Force  proceedings. 
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Appendix  A:  Task  Force  Members 

Task  Force  Members  by  Name,  Affiliation,  and  Seat 

1)  Chloe  Good,  Neighborhood  Parks  Council,  Citywide  Advocacy 

2)  Mollie  Ward  Brown,  San  Francisco  Parks  Trust,  Citywide  Advocacy 

3)  Matt  Fuller,  Audubon  Society,  Citywide  Advocacy 

4)  Robert  Watkins,  Labor  -  Local  261,  Labor 

5)  Debbie  Davidson,  Rossi  Park,  Neighbor 

6)  Steve  Hagler,  Rossi  Park,  Neighbor 

7)  Michael  Vestel,  Rolph  Playground,  Neighbor 

8)  David  Weiss,  Rossi  Park,  Neighbor 

9)  Jeanne  Darrah,  Garfield  Park,  Park  User 

10)  Bruce  Cohen,  Athletic  League,  Park  User 

11)  Mary  Lipian,  Park,  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Advisory  Committee  (PROSAC), 
PROSAC 

12)  Charles  Vidair,  Office  of  Environmental  Health  Hazard  Assessment  (OEHHA),  Subject 
Matter  Expert 

13)  June  Weintraub,  SF  Department  of  Public  Health,  Subject  Matter  Expert 

14)  Debbie  Raphael,  SF  Department  of  Environment,  Subject  Matter  Expert 

15)  Paula  Kehoe,  SF  Public  Utilities  Commission,  Subject  Matter  Expert 

16)  Dr.  Robert  Harrison,  USCF  Environmental  and  Occupational  Health,  Subject  Matter 
Expert 

Subject  Matter  Expert  Alternates 

1)  Richard  Lee,  Department  of  Public  Health 

2)  Chris  Geiger,  Department  of  Environment 

3)  Arleen  Navarret,  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission 

4)  Ellen  Levin,  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission 

5)  Paul  Ledesma,  SF  Environment 
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Appendix  B:  Master  List  of  Studies  Consulted  by  Task  Force 


Bacteria/Staph  Infections 

1.  Begier  EM,  Frenette  K,  Barrett  NL,  Mshar  P,  Petit  S,  Boxrud  DJ,  Watkins-Colwell  K, 
Wheeler  S,  Cebelinski  EA,  Glennen  A,  Nguyen  D,  Hadler  JL;  Connecticut  Bioterrorism 
Field  Epidemiology  Response  Team.  2004.  A  high-morbidity  outbreak  of  methicillin- 
resistant  Staphylococcus  aureus  among  players  on  a  college  football  team,  facilitated  by 
cosmetic  body  shaving  and  turf  burns.  Clin  Infect  Dis.  39(io):i446-53. 

2.  Benjamin  H  J,  Nikore  V,  Takagishi  J.  2007.  Practical  management:  community- 
associated  methicillin-resistant  Staphylococcus  aureus  (CA-MRSA):  the  latest  sports 
epidemic.  Clin  J  Sport  Med.  i7(5):393-7- 

3.  Cohen  PR.  2008.  The  skin  in  the  gym:  a  comprehensive  review  of  the  cutaneous 
manifestations  of  community-acquired  methicillin-resistant  Staphylococcus  aureus 
infection  in  athletes.  Clin  Dermatol.  26(1):  16-26. 

4.  Dell  EA,  Bowman  D,  Rufty  T,  Shi  W.  2007.  Intensive  Management  Affects  Composition 
of  Betaproteobacterial  Ammonia  Oxidizers  in  Turfgrass  Systems.  Microb  Ecol.  2007  Nov 
27 

5.  Kenna,  M.  2001.  Nature  will  find  a  way:  Common  myths  about  soil  microbiology.  USGA 
Green  Section  Record  39(3):io-n.  http://turf.lib.msu.edu/2000s/2001/oio5io.pdf 

6.  Hedayati  MT,  Afshar  P,  Shokohi  T,  Aghili  R.  2007.  A  study  on  tinea  gladiatorum  in 
young  wrestlers  and  dermatophyte  contamination  of  wrestling  mats  from  Sari,  Iran.  Br  J 
Sports  Med.  4i(5):332-4. 

7.  Kazakova  SV,  Hageman  JC,  Matava  M,  Srinivasan  A,  Phelan  L,  Garfinkel  B,  Boo  T, 
McAllister  S,  Anderson  J,  Jensen  B,  Dodson  D,  Lonsway  D,  McDougal  LK,  Arduino  M, 
Fraser  VJ,  Killgore  G,  Tenover  FC,  Cody  S,  Jernigan  DB.  2005.  A  clone  of  methicillin- 
resistant  Staphylococcus  aureus  among  professional  football  players.  N  Engl  J  Med. 
352(5):468-75. 

8.  Kohl  TD,  Martin  DC,  Nemeth  R,  Evans  DL.  2000.  Wrestling  Mats:  Are  They  a  Source  of 
Ringworm  Infections?  J  Athl  Train.  35(4):427-430. 

9.  Vally  H,  Whittle  A,  Cameron  S,  Dowse  GK,  Watson  T.  2004.  Outbreak  of  Aeromonas 
hydrophila  wound  infections  associated  with  mud  football.  Clin  Infect  Dis.  38(83:1084-9. 

10.  Yao  H,  Bowman  D,  Shi  W.  2006.  Soil  microbial  community  structure  and  diversity  in  a 
turfgrass  chronosequence:  Land-use  change  versus  turfgrass  management.  Applied  Soil 
Ecology.  34:209-218. 
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Climate  Change  and  Urban  Heat  Island  Effects 


1.  Meil,  J  and  L  Bushi.  undated.  Estimating  the  required  global  warming  offsets  to  achieve 
a  carbon  neutral  synthetic  field  turf  system  installation.  Athena  Institute.  Results 
reviewed  by  Melissa  Capria,  Climate  Change  Coordinator,  SF  Dept.  of  the  Environment 

2.  Dickey,  Phillip.  2007.  Synthetic  turf  versus  natural  turf  for  playing  fields.  Report 
commissioned  by  SF  Dept.  of  the  Environment. 

3.  McNitt,  Andrew  S.  and  Dianne  Petrunak.  "Evaluation  of  Playing  Surface  Characteristics 
of  Various  In-  Filled  Systems."  Pennsylvania  State  University,  Department  of  Crop  and 
Soil  Sciences.  2006. 

4.  Williams,  C.  Frank,  and  Gilbert  E.  Pulley.  "Synthetic  Surface  Heat  Studies",  Brigham 
Young  University,  2002 

5.  Rosenzweig,  Cynthia.  "Mitigating  New  York  City's  Heat  Island  with  Urban  Forestry, 
Living  Roofs,  and  Light  Surfaces,"  Columbia  University  and  Hunter  College,  New 
York,NY;  and  W.  Solecki,  L.  Parshall,  S.  Gaffin,  B.  Lynn,  R.  Goldberg,  J.  Cox,  and 
S.Hodges.  Presented  31  Jan.  2006.  <http://www.greenroofs.com/researchJinlcs.htm> 

6.  NASA  Earth  Observatory.  Richard  Medina,  University  of  Utah  and  Bill  Patzert,NASA  Jet 
Propulsion 

Laboratory<http://earthobservatory.nasa.gov/Newsroom/Newlmages/images.php3?im 
g_id=i76i6> 

7.  McNitt,  Andrew  S.  and  Dianne  Petrunak.  "Evaluation  of  Playing  SurfaceCharacteristics 
of  Various  In-Filled  Systems."  Pennsylvania  State  University,  Department  of  Crop  and 
Soil  Sciences.  2006.  http://cropsoil.psu.edu/mcnittlinfiI17a.cfm 

Ecosystem 

Note:  The  study  group  did  not  prepare  a  formal  written  summary.  This  issue  was  discussed  by 
the  Task  Force  during  the  June  11,  2008  meeting,  and  the  transcript  is  available  in  the  Web  site 
archive  noted  in  Section  V. 

Injuries 

1.  Comparison  of  the  incidence,  nature  and  cause  of  injuries  sustained  on  grass  and  new 
generation  artificial  turf  by  male  and  female  football  players,  Part  1:  match  injuries  Colin 
W.  Fuller,  Randall  W.  Dick,  Jill  Corlette,  and  Rosemeary  Schmalz  British  Journal  of 
Sports  Medicine,  May  2008 

2.  Comparison  of  the  incidence,  nature  and  cause  of  injuries  sustained  on  grass  and  new 
generation  artificial  turf  by  male  and  female  football  players,  Part :  training  injuries 
Colin  W.  fuller,  Randall  W.  dick,  Jill  Corlette,  and  Rosemeary  Schmalz  British  Journal  of 
Sports  Medicine,  May  2008 

3.  Risk  of  injury  in  elite  football  played  on  artificial  turf  versus  natural  grass:  a  prospective 
two-cohort  study  J  Ekstrand,  T  Timpka,  M  Ha  gglund  Br.  Journal  of  Sports  Medecine, 
Sept.  2006 

4.  Risk  of  Injury  on  artificial  turf  and  natural  grass  in  young  female  football  players  Kathrin 
Steffen,  Thor  Elnar  Andersen  and  Roland  Bahr  British  Journal  of  Sports  Medicine,  May 
2008 
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5.  Incidence,  Causes  and  Severity  of  High  School  Football  Injuries  on  Field  Turf  Versus 
Natural  Grass:  A  5-year  Prospective  Study,  Meyers  and  Barnhill  American  Journal  of 
Sports  Medicine,  Oct.,  2004 

6.  Injuries  to  High  School  Football  Athletes  in  California  Ramirez,  et  al.  The  Am.  Journal 
of  Sports  Medicine,  Bol.  34,  No.  7 

Material  Composition;  Overall  Chemical  Composition  and  Flammability  Issues 

1.  Dickey,  Phillip.  2007.  Synthetic  turf  versus  natural  turf  for  playing  fields.  Report 
commissioned  by  SF  Dept.  of  the  Environment. 

2.  Phillip.  2007.  Occurrence  of  bromine,  lead  and  zinc  in  syhthetic  turf  components. 
Report  commissioned  by  SF  Dept.  of  the  Environment. 

3.  2006-07.  Requests  for  information  from  various  manufacturers  on  22  synthetic  turf 
products  (12  manufacturers)  by  SF  Dept.  of  the  Environment. 

4.  Office  of  Environmental  Health  Hazard  Assessment.  2007.  Evaluation  of  health  effects  of 
recycled  waste  tires  in  playground  and  track  products.  Contractors  report  to  the 
California  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board. 

Material  Composition;  Ingestion  -  Inhalation  of  Turf  Product  Materials 

1.  J.  C.  Broderick  &  Associates  air  measurements  above  outdoor  synthetic  football  fields  in 
two  high  schools  in  New  York  State. 

2.  Norwegian  Institute  for  Air  Research  air  measurements  over  three  synthetic  sports  fields 
in  indoor  stadiums. 

3.  Moretto  study  performed  for  the  artificial  turf  industry:  assayed  turf  samples  in  sealed 
chambers  (for  volatilizing  chemicals)  and  outdoor  turf  plots  (for  chemicals  leaching  in 
rain  water). 

4.  EHHI  study  of  rubber  crumb  samples  heated  in  small  glass  vials. 

5.  California  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board  (CIWMB)  study  of  tire-derived  indoor 
flooring:  flooring  off-gassed  in  environmental  chambers. 

6.  Norwegian  Institute  of  Public  Health  risk  assessment 

7.  OEHHA  playground  study  in  which  shredded  tires  were  digested  overnight  in  a  solution 
that  mimicked  the  gastric  environment. 

8.  RTVM  (Netherlands)  report  in  which  the  air  above  four  outdoor  soccer  fields  was 
sampled  for  measurement  of  nitrosamines. 

Obesity 

1.  Healthy  parks,  Healthy  Communities,  Addressing  Health  disparities  and  Park 
Inequalities  through  Public  Financing  of  Parks,  Playgrounds,  and  Other  Physical  Activity 
Settings,  Yanez  and  Muzzy,  October  2005  Trust  for  Public  Lands 

2.  Promotion  of  physical  activity  in  children,  Floriani  and  Kennedy  UCSF  Dept.  of  Family 
and  Healthcare  Nursing,  SF,  CA,  Current  Opinion  in  Pediatrics  2008 

3.  Associations  of  Perceived  Social  and  Physical  Envtl  Supports  with  Physical  Activity  and 
Walking  Behavior,  Addy  et  al.  Am.  Journal  of  Public  Health,  March  2004 

4.  Physical  Activity  Among  Adolescents,  When  Do  Parks  Matter?,  Babey  et  al.,  Am  J.  Prev 
Med,  Jan.  2008 
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5.  Contribution  of  Public  Parks  to  Physical  Activity,  Cohen,  et  al.  Am.  Journal  of  Public 
Health,  March  2007 

6.  Park-Based  Physical  Activity  in  Diverse  Communities  of  Two  US  Cities,  An  Observational 
Study,  Floyd,  et  al,  Am  J.  of  Prev.  Med.  V.  34,  N.  4 

7.  Physical  Activity  and  Neighborhood  Resources  in  High  School  Girls,  Pate,  et  al.,  Am  J 
Prev  Med.  Vol.  34  No.  5 

8.  Places  to  Play:  Association  of  Park  Space  and  Facilities  with  Healthy  Weight  Status 
among  Children,  Potwarka,  et  al.,  J  Community  Health,  2008 

9.  Mac  Arthur  BART  Transit  Village  Health  Impact  Assessment,  Ch  6  Parks  and  Natural 
Spaces,  Richardson,  Jan  2007 

10.  Association  of  access  to  parks  and  recreational  facilities  with  the  physical  activity  of 
young  children,  Roemmich,  et  al.  Preventive  Medicine  43,  2006 

11.  Comparing  Perceived  and  Objectively  Measured  Access  to  Recreational  Facilities  as 
Predictors  of  Physical  Activity  in  Adolescent  Girls,  Scott,  et  al.,  J  of  Urban  Health,  Vol. 
84,  No.  3  2007 


Turf  Products;  Alternative  Field  Products 

1.  Interviewed  and  solicited  product  information  from  numerous  turf  manufacturers  over 
the  last  two  years. 

2.  Searched  the  internet  for  alternative  products  and  manufacturers 

3.  Contacted  other  municipalities,  schools  to  inquire  about  field  types 

Turf  Products;  Recyclability 

1.    Interviews  with  synthetic  turf  manufacturers  and  distributors.  See  Dan  Mauer  for 
complete  list  of  vendors  and  manufacturers  interviewed. 
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Appendix  C:  List  of  Acronyms 


ADA 

American  Disability  Act 

CAES 

Connecticut  Agricultural  Experiment  Station 

CalEPA 

California  Environmpntal  Protpption  Apptipv 

V/ClillUl  lliCl   JL-/1 1  Vll  V/lllll\_ll  LCI  1   X  1  V }  L  \_  v.  L1U11  IXuLllL  y 

CCSF 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

CDC 

IS  \s 

Cpntprs  for  Dispasp  Control  and  Prpvpntinn 

CEQA 

California  Environmental  Quality  Act 

CIWMB 

California  Tntpsratpd  Wastp  TVTanappmpnt  RoarH 

V/Ul  11  V  1  111  U  111  L  \--      1  U  l  Vvl     f  T  CI  O  L  V—    1»1  CA  1 1  CI.  t-.      111  V_-  11  L    1  /  V_l 

DPH 

.San  Franrisro  Dpoartmpnt  of  Pnblip  Ffpaltli 

UCAll  X  1  Ct  i  1  V- 1 0    V  /  x^\^  L/CXX  LXXXV^Xl  L  V./ 1   X  XX^ClXLll 

FHHT 
ilii  11  i 

T^n^ri rnnmpnt  Jinrl  T-Tnm^n  1-Tpalth  Tnr 

X-ill  V 11  U11111C111  CHlll  lltllllcxlX  XlCulLll  111C 

EPA 

United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  also  USEPA 

MRSA 

Methicillin- resistant  Staphylococcus  Aureus 

MSDS 

Material  Safely  Data  Sheet 

OEHHA 

California  Office  of  Environmental  Health  Hazard  Assessment 

PAH 

Polycyclic  aromatic  hydrocarbon 

PM 

Particulate  matter 

PROSAC 

Park,  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Advisory  Committee 

RPD 

San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park  Department 

SFE 

San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment 

uv 

Ultraviolet 

voc 

Volatile  organic  compound 
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Appendix  D:  Use  of  Synthetic  Turf  on  San  Francisco  Playfields 


2004  Recreation  Assessment  Report 

In  2004  the  Department  commissioned  an  independent  comprehensive  assessment  of  the 
recreation  needs  of  San  Francisco  residents  and  their  perceptions  of  facility  conditions.  The  first 
of  its  kind  in  the  history  of  the  Department,  the  assessment  provided  tools  for  precise  planning 
and  prioritization  of  capital  projects  based  on  the  level 

of  public  demand  for  specific  park  facilities  and                Key  Finding  of  the  2004  Recreation 
activities.  Assessment  

Deficit  of  playfields  in  San  Francisco 

The  community  assessment  process  revealed  that  many 

park  users  felt  that  several  recreation  facilities  were  >y    30  Baseball/softball fields 

deteriorating  and  unsafe.  Furthermore,  specific  to  »    35  Soccer  fields 

baseball/softball  fields  and  soccer  fields,  the  report's 

authors  found  the  current  inventory  of  playfields  to  be  much  lower  than  national  guidelines. 
Considering  local  demand  and  population  density,  the  assessment  recommended  a  ratio  of  fields 
to  population  that  would  require  adding  30  ball  fields  and  35  multi-use/soccer,  either  by 
developing  new  sites  or  redeveloping  current  areas.  Table  1  summarizes  these  findings. 


Table  1:  Field  Deficit  in  San  Francisco 

Facility  Type 

2004 
Inventory 

2004  Service 
Level/person 

National 

Service 

Level/person 

Consultant 

Recommended 

Standard 

Deficit  based 
on  Consultant 
Recommended 
Standard 

Baseball/softball 

66  fields 

1  field/ 11,640 

1  field/5,000 

1  field/8,000 

Need  30  fields 

Soccer 

41  fields 

1  field/18,735 

1  field/5,000 

1  field/10,000 

Need  35  fields 

Background  on  SF  Recreation  and  Park  Synthetic  Turf  Fields 

In  2003,  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  installed  San  Francisco's  first  synthetic  turf  fields 
at  Franklin  Square  Field  in  the  Mission  and  Youngblood  Coleman  Field  in  the  Bayview.  Franklin 
Square  was  originally  renovated  with  Bermuda  grass  turf  in  1996,  but  the  grass  field  could  not 
endure  the  continuous  and  heavy  use  by  the  soccer  community.  Similarly,  demand  at 
Youngblood  Coleman  ran  down  the  grass  field,  leaving  a  hard  dirt  playing  surface.  The 
Department  installed  artificial  turf  to  withstand  the  heavy  use  and  prevent  closures.  Since  re- 
opening with  synthetic  turf  playing  surfaces,  the  fields  have  remained  extremely  popular  and 
have  increased  play  capacity  throughout  the  year. 

The  success  of  the  artificial  turf  athletic  fields  at  Franklin  Square  and  Youngblood  Coleman  led 
the  Department's  Turf  Manager  to  assess  the  benefits  of  renovating  additional  fields  with 
synthetic  turf  to  increase  the  quality  and  capacity  of  sports  fields  in  San  Francisco.  In  2005,  the 
Turf  Manager  prepared  a  comparative  analysis  between  artificial  and  natural  turf  athletic  fields 
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finding  that  the  city  would  save  on  annual  maintenance  costs,  increase  play  capacity,  and  reduce 
the  potential  for  injuries  due  to  holes,  uneven  surfaces,  and  mud.  From  an  environmental 
perspective,  the  Turf  Manager  concluded  that  there  were  several  advantages  to  using  synthetic 
turf  over  grass  turf  because  it  does  not  require  herbicides,  chemical  fertilizers,  paint,  and 
mowing  by  gas-powered  equipment.  He  also  recognized  two  potential  disadvantages:  unknowns 
about  any  potential  toxicity  of  the  materials  and  end-of-life  disposal  concerns  for  the  turf 
material,  which  does  not  biodegrade. 

In  February  2006  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  signed  a  Memorandum  of 
Understanding  with  City  Fields  Foundation  forming  a  public-private  partnership  to  renovate 
several  athletic  facilities  throughout  San  Francisco  under  the  Playfields  Initiative. 

Since  2006,  the  Department  has  successfully  completed  additional  field  renovations  in  high- 
need  neighborhoods  including  Franklin  Square  (lights,  fencing  and  landscaping  only)  and 
Garfield  Square  in  the  Mission  District,  Silver  Terrace  Playground  near  the  Bayview 
neighborhood,  and  South  Sunset  in  the  Outer  Sunset.  The  soccer  fields  at  Crocker  Amazon 
Playground  in  the  Excelsior  are  currently  being  renovated  with  synthetic  turf.  Using  a  new 
generation  of  synthetic  turf,  the  parks'  sports  fields  are  overhauled  with  new  irrigation, 
drainage,  foundation,  artificial  turf,  goals  and  backstops,  bleachers,  garbage  cans,  signs,  field 
lights,  and  American  Disability  Act  (ADA)  improvements  to  pathways  and  restrooms. 

The  Police  Department  has  also  supported  individual  playfield  renovations  for  their  potential  to 
reduce  criminal  activity  by  removing  dilapidated  structures  and  adding  field  lights  to  improve 
visibility  and  safety  within  and  around  the  parks. 

The  synthetic  turf  field  renovations  and  associated  park  improvements  are  also  helping  San 
Francisco  conserve  water.  According  to  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (PUC) 
billing  data,  water  use  at  Silver  Terrace  has  decreased  by  about  3,000  gallons  per  day  since  the 
turf  renovation  at  that  location. 

Play  capacity  has  substantially  increased  at  all  the  Recreation  and  Park  fields  renovated  with 
artificial  turf,  greatly  benefiting  the  youth  and  athletes  who  use  these  fields  for  practice,  pick-up 
games  and  league  games. 

Capacity  increases  are  the  result  of  1)  the  reconfiguration  of  facilities  to  add  additional  fields  in 
the  play  space  (soccer  only),  2)  no  closures  due  to  rainouts  or  field  overuse,  and  3)  the  addition 
of  lights  for  nighttime  play.  According  to  a  joint  analysis  by  Recreation  and  Park  and  the  City 
Fields  Foundation,  the  recent  renovation  projects  at  Garfield  Square,  Franklin  Square,  Crocker 
Amazon,  Silver  Terrace  and  South  Sunset  Playground  would  result  in  a  175%  increase  in  play 
capacity.  Prior  to  renovation,  the  facilities'  play  capacity  was  15,625  hours  per  year.  After 
renovation,  annual  soccer  play  capacity  increased  to  42,960  hours,  a  net  gain  of  27,335  hours. 
(Note  that  these  estimates  assume  the  added  benefit  of  additional  fields  and  play  space  for 
soccer  games,  which  can  be  played  simultaneously.  However,  when  fields  are  used  for  baseball 
or  Softball,  this  capacity  estimate  would  be  lower  because  those  sports  cannot  be  played 
simultaneously  with  soccer.) 
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Table  2  and  the  following  graphic  summarize  the  area  of  athletic  fields  renovated  through  2008 
compared  to  the  area  of  other  grass  fields  and  park  space  owned  by  the  city  and  managed  by  the 
Department.  With  the  completion  of  Crocker  Amazon  later  this  year,  the  acreage  of  synthetic 
turf  will  be  approximately  1%  of  all  park  space.  Natural  grass  athletic  fields  represent  5%,  and 
other  park  space  occupies  94%. 


Table  2:  Field  Renovations  and  Total  Recreation  and 

Park  Owned  Park  Space 

Park  Area 

Acres 

Percent 

Formal  Athletic  Fields  -  Synthetic  Turf 

(rounded) 

20 

1% 

Franklin  Square 

1.87 

Garfield  Square 

0.89 

Silver  Terrace  Playground 

3.06 

Youngblood-Coleman  Playground 

2.53 

South  Sunset 

2.23 

Crocker  Amazon 

9.36 

Formal  Athletic  Fields  -  Natural  Turf 

(rounded) 

177 

5% 

All  Other  Park  Space 

3,303 

94% 

Total  Park  Space  City  Wide 

3,500 

100% 

Park  Space  in  Acres  by  Use  Type 
1% 
5% 

"  Formal  Athletic  Fields- 
Synthetic  Turf  (Complete) 

•  Formal  Athletic  Fields  - 
Natural  Turf 

All  Other  Park  Space 
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Synthetic  Plavfields  Task  Force 


May  23, 2008 
Bacteria 


Considered  by  Task  Force  Members: 

June  Weintraub 
Bruce  Cohen 
Richard  Lee 


1.       Bacteria  in  general 

Relevant  Research  and  Main  Findings: 

A  literature  search  did  not  return  any  environmental  studies  that  looked  at  the  bacterial 
colonization  of  synthetic  fields.  On  the  other  hand,  there  is  a  whole  body  of  research  on 
the  microbial  environment  of  soils  and  grass.  (Yao  et  al,  2006;  Dell  et  al,  2007;  Kenna, 
2001) 

In  the  absence  of  literature  on  bacterial  growth  on  synthetic  turf  playfields,  we  attempted 
to  find  analogous  environments  that  could  inform  our  understanding  of  the  risk. 
Although  there  is  some  research  on  the  microbial  environment  of  wrestling  mats,  these 
are  not  exposed  to  sunlight,  and  wrestling  involves  considerably  more  direct  skin-skin 
contact  between  participants  than  soccer  or  base/softball.  We  looked  carefully  at  two 
wrestling  mat  manuscripts  with  opposing  results— one  did  not  find  evidence  of  skin 
disease  causing  fungi  known  as  dermatophytes  (Kohl  et  al,  2000)  and  one  did  (Hedayati 
et  al,  2007).  Although  Hedayati  and  colleagues  did  find  evidence  of  dermatophytes,  they 
did  not  have  control  samples  and  were  unclear  on  what,  if  any,  cleaning  procedures  were 
used  before  and  after  wrestling  uses. 

Jumping  off  from  the  wrestling  mat  analogy,  we  looked  for  literature  on  playfields 
(natural  or  synthetic)  as  a  risk  factor  for  any  communicable  disease  (dermatologic  or 
other)  in  athletes,  but  found  little  that  is  relevant.  There  is  some  literature  on  occurrence 
of  tetanus,  and  one  outbreak  of  wound  infection  that  occurred  after  a  "mud  football" 
tournament  in  Australia  (Vally  et  al,  2004).  These  were  associated  with  natural  and  not 
synthetic  playing  environments. 

Relevance  to  San  Francisco  synthetic  playfields 

Bacteria  are  ubiquitous  in  individuals  and  in  the  environment,  and  we  have  not  found 
evidence  that  there  is  any  greater  risk  to  the  public  health  from  bacteria  growing  on  a 
synthetic  field  versus  that  found  elsewhere  in  the  environment. 

We  reviewed  the  photos  of  some  of  the  fields  that  appeared  to  show  mold  or  decaying 
organic  matter.  We  don't  see  any  benefit  to  culturing  the  material  for  bacteria,  as  any 
sample,  whether  from  artificial  or  natural  surface,  is  likely  to  have  bacteria  growing  on  it. 


This  is  likely  to  be  a  maintenance  issue  rather  than  a  health  issue.  As  with  natural  grass 
playfields,  synthetic  turf  fields  should  be  cleaned  of  litter  and  debris  on  a  routine  basis. 
Public  concern  about  bacterial  infections  should  be  considered  in  establishing  policy  on 
field  maintenance,  including  whether  periodic  use  of  disinfectant  is  warranted. 

2.        MRSA  (methicillin-resistant  Staphylococcus  aureus) 
Relevant  Research  and  Main  Findings: 

The  draft  memo  from  SFDPH  (February  2008)  included  a  statement  on  MRSA  risk.  The 
statement  is  based  on  review  of  the  current  medical  literature  as  well  as  consulting  with 
the  MD  in  the  SFDPH  Communicable  Disease  Control  and  Prevention  group  who  deals 
specifically  with  MRSA  for  SFDPH. 

A  summary  of  much  of  the  relevant  literature  was  recently  published  (Cohen,  2008). 
There  are  several  case  series  that  look  at  this  particular  issue.  The  problem  with  case 
series  is  that  the  outbreaks  occur  in  groups  without  any  variability  in  their  exposure  to 
synthetic  turf.  That  is,  since  everyone  in  the  case  series  is  exposed  to  artificial  turf,  there's 
no  way  to  know  if  the  incidence  would  be  greater  or  less  in  a  comparable  "unexposed" 
group  that  is  not  exposed  to  artificial  turf. 

In  addition  to  the  Cohen  review,  we  identified  a  good  review  article  on  Community 
Acquired  MRSA  transmission  that  had  a  focus  on  sports  settings  (Benjamin  et  al,  2007). 
The  article  points  out  that  "there  is  little  scientific  evidence  regarding  the  risk  of 
acquiring  CA-MRSA  through  fomite  transmission"  which  affirms  that  there  is  not  much 
specific  data  that  shows  MRSA  is  or  is  not  a  concern  specific  to  any  particular  playing 
field  surface. 

Turf  Burns:  Because  turf  burns  pose  a  point  of  entry  for  MRSA,  if  there  is  increased  risk 
of  turf  burns  with  artificial  turf  compared  to  natural  turf,  this  could  be  part  of  the  causal 
pathway  to  MRSA  infection.  Although  one  study  reported  that  turf  burns  were  associated 
with  a  seven-fold  increase  in  risk  of  MRSA  in  an  outbreak,  the  study  also  notes  that  cases 
with  turf  burns  had  also  used  a  poorly  maintained  whirlpool,  and  since  all  of  the  players 
used  artificial  turf,  it  is  not  possible  to  assess  the  risk  associated  with  the  playing  surface. 
(Begier  et  al,  2004).  Another  study  found  that  most  of  the  participants  on  a  particular 
football  team  had  turf  burns,  so  even  though  most  of  the  cases  of  MRSA  infection  had 
turf  burns,  a  higher  proportion  of  the  people  who  didn't  get  MRSA  also  had  turf  burns 
(Kazakova  et  al.,  2005). 

Relevance  to  San  Francisco  synthetic  playfields 

We  have  not  found  evidence  that  changes  the  SFDPH  conclusion  stated  in  the  2/2008 
memo: 

"In  addition,  we  have  considered  the  question  of  whether  there  is  any  increased 
risk  of  MRSA  infection  associated  with  these  playfields.  MRSA  is  now  a  common 
disease  in  the  community,  primarily  spread  from  skin-to-skin  contact,  and  we  are 
not  aware  of  evidence  that  suggests  artificial  turf  as  a  vehicle  of  infection.  Any 


type  of  skin  breakdown,  including  "turf  burns, "  may  provide  a  portal  of  entry  for 
infection  thus  in  order  to  prevent  MRSA  or  other  infection,  athletes  and  children 
should  practice  standard  wound  care  in  the  event  of  turf  burn,  regardless  of  the 
type  of  turf  on  which  the  injury  occurs. " 


3.       Next  questions: 

(1)  We  are  still  looking  for  general  information  on  how  pathogenic  bacteria  grow  on 
polyethylene  or  related  plastics,  and  how  long  pathogenic  bacteria  would  be  expected  to 
survive  in  the  outdoors  on  a  polyethylene  surface. 

(2)  We  should  consider  whether  disinfectant  should  be  used  periodically  to  allay  concerns 
about  molds,  fungus,  and  other  bacteria. 
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Environmental/Health  Concern:  Climate  change  and 

heat  island  effects 


Relevant  Research 
(list/identify  articles, 
studies,  etc.) 

1 )  Meil,  J  and  L  Bushi.  undated.  Estimating  the  required  global  warming  offsets  to  achieve  a  carbon  neutral 
synthetic  field  turf  system  installation.  Athena  Institute.  Results  reviewed  by  Melissa  Capria,  Climate 
Change  Coordinator,  SF  Dept.  of  the  Environment 

2)  Dickey,  Phillip.  2007.  Synthetic  turf  versus  natural  turf  for  playing  fields.  Report  commissioned  by  SF 
Dept.  of  the  Environment. 

3)  McNitt,  Andrew  S.  and  Dianne  Petrunak.  "Evaluation  of  Playing  Surface  Characteristics  of  Various  In- 
Filled  Systems."  Pennsylvania  State  University,  Department  of  Crop  and  Soil  Sciences.  2006. 

4)  Williams,  C.  Frank,  and  Gilbert  E.  Pulley.  "Synthetic  Surface  Heat  Studies",  Brigham  Young  University, 
2002. 

Main  Findings? 

1  )FINDINGS  -  CLIMATE  CHANGE:  55.6  tons  CO2/10  year  period  emitted  for  synthetic  turf,  and  more  if  it  is 
not  recycled.  Compared  to  -16.9  tons/1 0-years  for  natural  turf.  Evidence  of  heat  island  impacts  from 
synthetic  turf. 

2)  RELIABILITY  OF  DATA: 

Athena  Institute  Study  -  Thorough  report  and  plausible  model  but  C02  impact  of  landfill  disposal  is  not 
considered  (synthetic  turf).  Decomposition  of  grass  clippings  would  add  to  the  C02  impact  of  natural  turf; 
this  was  not  considered  either. 

Factors  to  consider  in  looking  at  climate  impacts  of  artificial  turf  vs.  grass  scenarios: 

1 .  Emissions  associated  with  fuel  used  in  mowing/maintenance  equipment. 

2.  Water  usage  and  associated  energy  used  for  pumping. 

3.  Loss  of  soil  sequestration  benefit  in  the  artificial  turf  scenario. 

4.  Emissions  associated  with  pesticides  and  fertilizer  in  the  grass  scenario. 

5.  Any  emissions  associated  with  disposal  of  waste  in  either  scenario  (presumably  the  grass  clippings  are 
being  composted  which  would  address  this  in  that  scenario) 

6.  Vehicle  emissions  associated  with  increased  use  of  the  fields. 

7.  Energy  used  for  lighting  the  fields  at  night  if  they  were  not  lighted  before. 

8.  On  the  adaptation  to  climate  change  impacts  side  -  ability  to  absorb  stormwate'r. 

9.  The  urban  heat  island  affect,  although  this  is  not  such  a  significant  issue  for  us  in  our  current  climate  it  may 
important  as  things  heat  up. 

3)  FINDINGS  -  HEAT  ISLANDS:  Initial  results  showed  that  the  surface  temperature  of  the  synthetic  field 
was,  on  average,  39  degrees  higher  than  the  natural  turf  and  8  degrees  higher  than  asphalt.  At  its  hottest 
point,  the  synthetic  turf  was  86.5  degrees  hotter  than  grass.  The  study  also  found  that  cooling  the  synthetic 
turf  with  water  had  very  little  effect  on  its  temperature.  Similar  results  were  found  by  researchers  at  Penn 
State,  who  examined  the  surface  temperatures  of  several  different  brands  of  synthetic  turf.  On  FieldTurf,  the 
difference  between  surface  and  air  temperatures  was  37  degrees. 

4)  RELIABILITY  OF  DATA:  Did  not  completely  assess. 

Is  this  concern 
relevant  to  and/or 
significant  forSan 
Francisco  synthetic 
playfields?  (given 
conditions,  materials, 
typical  uses) 

CLIMATE  CHANGE  -  RELEVANT.  San  Francisco  has  committed  itself  to  ambitious  goals  for  reducing 
climate  change  impacts.  If  the  Athena  Institute  study  is  correct  and  broadly  applicable  synthetic  turf,  it 
strongly  suggests  that,  unless  the  greenhouse  gas  emissions  can  be  offset,  the  use  of  synthetic  turf  should 
be  minimized  and  confined  to  the  sites  where  its  other  benefits  are  maximized.  It  also  highlights  the  need  for 
recyclable  synthetic  turf. 

HEAT  ISLANDS  -  RELEVANT.  It  seems  clear  that  there  the  synthetic  turf  does  absorb  considerably  more 
heat;  however,  this  may  not  be  important  in  San  Francisco's  mild  climate  except  during  exceptionally  hot 
spells. 

Next  Questions?  What 
do  we  still  need  to 
know/  understand? 

No  further  information  needed.  We  know  that  synthetic  turf  will  have  undesirable  climate  change  and  heat 
island  effects.  These  need  to  be  balanced  against  the  benefits,  and  suggest  that  criteria  should  be 
developed  for  selecting  suitable  installation  sites. 

A  larger  scale,  life-cycle  analysis  comparing  synthetic  and  natural  turf  impacts  is  desirable,  but  this  is  well 
beyond  the  scope  of  this  task  force,  and  is  not  essential  for  the  current  decisions  being  made. 

Environmental/Health  Concern: 
Urban  Heat  Island  Effect 


Relevant  Research 
(list/identify  articles, 
studies,  etc.) 

1.  Rosenzweig,  Cynthia.  "Mitigating  New  York  City's  Heat  Island  with  Urban 
Forestry,  Living  Roofs,  and  Light  Surfaces,"  Columbia  University  and  Hunter 
College,  New  York,  NY;  and  W.  Solecki,  L.  Parshall,  S.  Gaffin,  B.  Lynn,  R. 
Goldberg,  J.  Cox,  and  S.  Hodges.  Presented  31  Jan.  2006. 
<http://www.greenroofs.com/research_links.htm> 

2.  NASA  Earth  Observatory.  Richard  Medina,  University  of  Utah  and  Bill  Patzert, 
NASA  Jet  Propulsion  Laboratory 

<http://earthobservatory.nasa.gov/Newsroom/Newlmages/images.php37img  id= 
17616> 

3.  McNitt,  Andrew  S.  and  Dianne  Petrunak.  "Evaluation  of  Playing  Surface 
Characteristics  of  Various  In-Filled  Systems."  Pennsylvania  State  University, 
Department  of  Crop  and  Soil  Sciences.  2006. 
<http://cropsoil.psu.edu/mcnitt/infill7a.cfm> 

Main  Findings? 

1 .  Urban  heat  islands  are  created  when  softscape  natural  areas  are  replaced  by 
impervious  surfaces  like  rooftops  and  asphalt,  which  absorb  heat  during  the  day, 
and  continue  to  do  so  after  the  sun  sets.  Urban  heat  islands  can  result  in  an 
increase  demand  for  energy  for  air  conditioning,  intensify  air  pollution  due  to 
increased  heat,  and  increase  heat-related  health  problems.  Urban  Heat  Island 
mitigation  strategies  to  reduce  temperatures  include  increasing  vegetation  in 
urban  areas  according  to  a  study  conducted  in  New  York  City. 

2.  A  NASA  study  attributes  the  large  increase  of  average  temperature  of 
southern  California  to  urbanization  and  suburbanization,  which  then  creates 
Urban  Heat  Islands.  However,  San  Francisco's  temperature  increase  over  the 
second  half  of  the  20th  century  (1950-2000)  is  the  same  as  surrounding  rural 
areas  to  the  south  and  east. 

3.  Synthetic  turf  temperatures  are  higher  than  natural  grass.  The  temperature 
can  be  reduced  by  about  15  degrees  Fahrenheit  with  watering,  but  the  effect  is 
short  term  (about  200  minutes)  in  central  Pennsylvania  where  the  study  was  con 

Is  this  concern 
relevant  to  and/or 
significant  for  San 
Francisco  synthetic 
playfields?  (given 
conditions,  materials, 

In  many  areas  of  San  Francisco  extended  periods  of  intense  sunlight  could 
potentially  raise  the  field  temperatures  to  a  level  that  can  contribute  to  urban 
heat  island  effect.  With  the  numerous  micro-climates  in  San  Francisco,  some 
neighborhoods  would  be  impacted  greater  than  others.  For  example,  urban 
heat  island  effect  would  be  a  greater  concern  when  installing  a  synthetic  turf  field 
in  the  eastern  side  of  San  Francisco  as  opposed  to  the  Western  neighborhoods. 

Next  Questions?  What 
do  we  still  need  to 
know/  understand? 

Is  there  research  on  the  urban  heat  island  effect  in  San  Francisco's  different 
micro-climates? 
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Potential  Health  And  Environmental  Effects  Linked  To  Artificial  Turf 
Systems 

The  Norwegian  Building  Research  Institute  2004 

The  total  concentrations  of  zinc  and  PAH  in  the  recycled  rubber  granulates  exceed  the 
Norwegian  Pollution  Control  Authority's  normative  values  for  most  sensitive  land  use. 
The  concentrations  of  dibutylphthalate  (DBP)  and  diisononylphthalate  (DINP)  exceed  the 
PNEC  values  for  terrestrial  life  taken  from  the  EU's  programme  for  risk  assessment.  The 
concentration  of  isononylphenol  is  above  the  limits  specified  for  cultivated  land  in  the 
Canadian  Environmental  Quality  Guidelines. 

The  leachate  from  the  recycled  granulates  contain  zinc,  polycyclic  aromatic  hydrocarbons 
(PAH),  phthalates  and  phenols.  The  concentration  of  zinc  indicates  that  the  leachate 
water  is  placed  in  the  Norwegian  Pollution  Control  Authority's  Environmental  Quality 
Class  V  (very  strongly  polluted  water),  but  is  lower  than  the  permissible  zinc 
concentration  in  Canadian  drinking  water.  The  concentration  of  anthracene,  fluoranthene, 
pyrene  and  nonylphenols  exceed  the  limits  for  freshwater  specified  in  the  Canadian 
Environmental  Quality  Guidelines.  An  expanded  risk  assessment  with  an  analysis  of 
possible  spreading  paths  and  changes  in  leaching  properties  over  time  is  necessary  to 
determine  the  degree  to  which  the  concentrations  of  zinc,  anthracene,  fluoranthene, 
pyrene,  phthalates  and  nonylphenols  in  the  leachate  are  actually  harmful  to  people  and 
the  environment. 

The  recycled  rubber  granulates  give  off  a  significant  number  of  alkylated  benzenes  in 
gaseous  form.  Trichloromethane  (sample  1)  and  cis-l,2-dichlorethene  (sample  5)  were 
also  found. 


Cadman  Plaza  letter 


December  16,  2005 
Commissioner  Adrian  Benepe 
New  York  City  Parks  &  Recreation 
Central  Park  Arsenal 
830  Fifth  Avenue 
New  York,  NY  10021 

Dear  Commissioner  Benepe: 

New  York  City  Audubon  is  a  grassroots  community  that  protects  wild  birds  and  habitat  in 
the  City,  improving  life  for  all  New  Yorkers.  Representing  over  10,000  members  in  the 
five  boroughs,  I  urge  you  to  oppose  the  use  of  artificial  turf  in  downtown  Brooklyn's 
Cadman  Plaza  Park  and  instead  support  the  restoration  of  the  Park's  natural  lawn, 

Cadman  Plaza  Park  is  one  of  only  a  few  large  grassy  areas  in  downtown  Brooklyn.  We 
are  concerned  that  the  replacement  of  this  large  lawn  with  artificial  turf,  in  this  area  and 
in  the  city  as  a  whole,  will  have  a  detrimental  effect  on  the  amount  of  food  available  to 
birds  and  other  wildlife,  including  insects  and  other  small  creatures.  We  believe  that  a 
living,  breathing  park  is  of  tremendous  value  not  only  to  wildlife,  but  also  for  the  many 
residents  of  downtown  Brooklyn.  It  provides  people  with  an  opportunity  to  relax  and 
enjoy  a  respite  from  the  busy  urban  pace.  For  this  reason,  we  strongly  believe  that  the 
restoration  of  the  large  lawn  should  be  a  top  priority.  While  artificial  turf  represents  an 
easy  solution  for  Cadman  Plaza,  we  believe  it  would  do  a  disservice  to  local  residents  and 
wildlife.  We  strongly  urge  you  to  abandon  the  artificial  turf  option,  and  focus  instead  on 
making  the  necessary  improvements  to  the  grassy  areas. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  this  important  matter. 

Sincerely, 
E.J.  McAdams 
Executive  Director 


Environmental/Health  Concern:  Injuries 

Jeanne  Darrah  and  Robert  Harrison 
June  10,  2008 

Relevant  Research: 

1.  Comparison  of  the  incidence,  nature  and  cause  of  injuries  sustained  on  grass  and  new 
generation  artificial  turf  by  male  and  female  football  players,  Part  1 :  match  injuries 
Colin  W.  Fuller,  Randall  W.  Dick,  Jill  Corlette,  and  Rosemeary  Schmalz 

British  Journal  of  Sports  Medicine,  May  2008 

2.  Comparison  of  the  incidence,  nature  and  cause  of  injuries  sustained  on  grass  and  new 
generation  artificial  turf  by  male  and  female  football  players,  Part :  training  injuries 
Colin  W.  fuller,  Randall  W.  dick,  Jill  Corlette,  and  Rosemeary  Schmalz 

British  Journal  of  Sports  Medicine,  May  2008 

3.  Risk  of  injury  in  elite  football  played  on  artificial  turf  versus  natural  grass:  a 
prospective  two-cohort  study 

J  Ekstrand,  T  Timpka,  M  Ha'gglund 

Br.  Journal  of  Sports  Medecine,  Sept.  2006 

4.  Risk  of  Injury  on  artificial  turf  and  natural  grass  in  young  female  football  players 
Kathrin  Steffen,  Thor  Elnar  Andersen  and  Roland  Bahr 

British  Journal  of  Sports  Medicine,  May  2008 

5. Incidence,  Causes  and  Severity  of  High  School  Football  Injuries  on  Field  Turf  Versus 
Natural  Grass:  A  5-year  Prospective  Study,  Meyers  and  Barnhill 
American  Journal  of  Sports  Medicine,  Oct.,  2004 

6.  Injuries  to  High  School  Football  Athletes  in  California 
Ramirez,  et  al.  The  Am,  Journal  of  Sports  Medecine,  Bol.  34,  No.  7 

Findings: 

These  are  comparative  studies  between  artificial  and  grass  turf. 
1  &  2  &  3.  In  the  Fuller  research  they  monitored  thousands  of  hours  of  soccer  training 
and  match  play  time  for  injuries.  They  found  no  major  differences  between  the 
incidence,  severity  and  nature  or  cause  of  training  and  match  injuries  sustained  on  new 
generation  artificial  turf  and  on  grass  by  either  men  or  women. 

4.  In  the  Steffen  study  of  young  women  (which  I  think  is  particularly  relevant  as  there  is 
a  sport  and  age  match)  they  found  that  among  young  female  football  (soccer)  players  the 
risk  of  acute  injures  was  the  same.  There  may  be  more  twisted  ankles,  but  the  findings 
were  not  statistically  significant  enough  to  draw  these  conclusions. 


5.  There  were  slightly  more  injuries  on  artificial  turf,  but  they  were  more  minor  injures. 
Natural  turn  had  more  serious  head,  clavicle  and  knee  injuries. 

6.  This  was  more  of  a  2  year  study  on  high  school  football  in  general  and  not  about 
artificial  turf  injuries.  It  shows  that  there  is  a  very  high  injury  rate  in  high  school  football 
players — 25  out  of  100  for  the  life  of  the  study.  There  were  higher  incidence  of  injuries 
on  artificial  turf — they  thought  because  the  football  cleats  were  getting  stuck  in  the  turf 
and  the  players  should  wear  soccer  cleats  and  not  football  cleats. 

5  &  6.  Both  indicated  more  skin  abrasions  on  artificial  turf,  which  could  contribute  to 
infections  if  there  were  more  bacteria  present. 

Relevant  for  SF? 

1  &  2  &  3.  Yes  because  our  fields  are  used  primarily  for  soccer  and  baseball 
4.  Yes,  because  these  are  younger  athletes  playing  soccer. 

The  problem  with  comparative  studies  is  that  the  grass  fields  are  well  maintained  in  these 
studies,  whereas  in  SF  they  typically  are  not  and  do  not  provide  a  very  even  playing 
surface  which  also  contributes  to  injures. 

5&6.  I  really  don't  think  these  are  relevant  because  we  are  not  building  football  fields 
and  football  is  so  dangerous  compared  to  soccer  and  baseball.  I  would  not  worry  too 
much  about  the  skin  abrasions  because  there  was  not  a  significant  increase  in  skin 
abrasions  in  the  soccer  studies. 

Next  Questions: 

It  would  be  nice  to  have  a  baseball  study. 

It  is  clear  from  the  relevant  studies  that  there  is  not  a  huge  difference  in  injuries  between 
artificial  turf  and  natural  turf. 
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The  body  of  literature  relevant  to  tire  based  particulate  matter  is  largely  based  on  particulate  matter 
(PM)  pollution  [2-10]  associated  with  vehicular  traffic  on  roads.  Many  studies  look  at  the  wear 
characteristics  of  tires  and  the  health  problems  associated  with  particulate  matter  from  tire  wear.  The 
concentration  and  chemical  makeup  of  such  particulate  matter  must  be  determined  directly  from 
artificial  turf  fields  to  make  an  accurate  assessment  of  its  impact  on  health. 

Described  below  are  the  three  primary  sizes  of  particulate  matter  and  their  general,  well  documented 
impacts  on  health.  The  chemical  contribution  to  health  impact  are  discussed  followed  by  the  health 
impacts  of  tire  based  particulate  matter.  The  indoor  study  on  artificial  turf  with  a  focus  on  particulate 
matter  is  discussed  next.  Finally,  future  directions  are  suggested. 

Particulate  Matter  as  a  pollutant  -  tutorial 

Associations  have  been  found  between  day-to-day  inhalable  particulate  air  pollution  and  increased 
risk  of  various  adverse  health  outcomes,  including  cardiopulmonary  mortality  and  respiratory  health 
problems  [2-4,  11].  While  large  particles  are  filtered  through  the  nose  and  throat  and  do  not  cause 
problems,  particles  less  than  10  microns  (1/1 0th  the  diameter  of  coarse  hair)  in  aerodynamic 
diameter  (PM10  and  PM2.5)  have  strong  relationships  to  health  effects  [5-7,  1 1].  In  the  US,  PM10 
and  PM2.5  are  adopted  for  regulatory  purposes. 

PM10 

Thoracic  particles,  (PM10,  aerodynamic  diameter  <10  um)  and  coarse  particles  (PM10-2.5,  between 
10  um  and  2.5  um)  tend  to  be  related  to  acute  airway  symptoms  because  the  settle  in  the  bronchi  and 
lungs  and  cause  health  problems.  A  relevant  example  is  the  study  showing  [12]  fluctuations  in  PM10 
levels  related  to  acute  respiratory  hospital  admissions  in  children,  to  school  and  kindergarten 
absences,  to  decrements  in  peak  flow  rates  in  normal  children,  and  to  increased  medication  use  in 
children  and  adults  with  asthma  [12]. 

Dockery  and  Pope  reviewed  the  epidemiologic  literature  for  similar  adverse  effects.  They  estimated 
increased  mortality  and  morbidity  associated  with  each  10-ug/m  increase  in  daily  mean  PM10 
exposure.  The  total  mortality  was  observed  to  increase  by  1%  for  each  10-ug/m3  increase  in  PM10. 
Perhaps  more  relevant,  they  demonstrated  respiratory  mortality  increased  by  3.4%  and 
cardiovascular  mortality  increased  by  1.4%  for  each  10-ug/m3  increase  in  PM10.  Furthermore, 
hospital  admissions  and  emergency  department  visits  increased  approximately  1  %  for  all  respiratory 
complaints,  and  2%  to  3%  for  asthma.  Exacerbation  of  asthma  increased  by  about  3%,  as  did  lower 
respiratory  symptoms.  Small  decreases  in  lung  function,  approximately  0.1%,  have  also  been 
observed.  This  review  suggests  that  the  epidemiologic  studies  of  adverse  morbidity  measures  are 
coherent  with  the  mortality  studies  showing  quantitatively  similar  adverse  effects  of  acute  exposures 
to  particulate  pollution  [12]. 
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PM2.5 

Fine  particles  (PM2.5,  aerodynamic  diameter  <2.5  urn)  tend  to  be  associated  with  cardiovascular 
disease  [6]  and  asthema  [13]  because  they  penetrate  ino  the  gas-exchange  regions  of  the  lungs.  This 
is  because  the  PM  is  deposited  in  the  alveolar  region  of  the  lung  where  the  adsorption  efficiency  for 
trace  elements  is  60-80%  [13].  PM2.5  can  thus  affect  lung  physiology,  especially  if  the  particles 
contain  biologically  available  toxic  metal  [13]. 

Two  studies  below  give  a  basis  on  which  to  assess  the  safety  for  particulate  matter  (PM2.5) 
generated  by  artificial  turf  fields,  albeit  not  in  the  context  of  it  chemical  composition: 

For  example,  Pope,  et  al.  assessed  the  relationship  between  long-term  exposure  to  fine  particulate  air 
pollution  and  all-cause,  lung  cancer,  and  cardiopulmonary  mortality  [11].  Based  on  an  ongoing 
prospective  mortality  study,  which  enrolled  approximately  1.2  million  adults  in  1982  the  study 
showed  a  significant  association  of  health  effects  to  PM2.5.  Each  10-p.g/m3  elevation  in  fine 
particulate  air  pollution  was  associated  with  approximately  a  4%,  6%,  and  8%  increased  risk 
of  all-cause,  cardiopulmonary,  and  lung  cancer  mortality,  respectively.  Dominici,  et  al.  [14] 
estimated  risks  of  cardiovascular  and  respiratory  hospital  admissions  associated  with  short-term 
exposure  to  PM2.5  in  1 1.5  million  Medicare  enrollees  (>65  years).  They  investigated  hospital 
admissions  for  cerebrovascular,  peripheral,  and  ischemic  heart  diseases,  heart  rhythm,  heart  failure, 
chronic  obstructive  pulmonary  disease,  and  respiratory  infection,  and  injuries  as  a  control  outcome. 
There  was  a  short-term  increase  in  hospital  admission  rates  associated  with  PM2.5  for  all  of  the 
health  outcomes  except  injuries.  The  largest  association  was  for  heart  failure,  which  had  a  1 .3% 
increase  in  risk  per  10-ug/m3  increase  of  PM2.5  in  the  same-day. 

Ultrafine  particles 

Ultrafme  particles  (<100  nm  or  1/1 000th  the  diameter  of  hair)  may  pass  through  the  lungs  and  affect 
other  organs.  One  notable  exception  to  chemical  composition  being  the  modulator  for  PM  toxicity 
(discussed  below)  may  be  for  ultrafine  particulate  matter  where  the  actual  physical  size  may  be  the 
specific  particulate  property  responsible  for  toxicity.  Particles  1  Onm  in  size,  for  example  produce 
more  significant  pulmonary  inflammatory  response  than  the  when  exposed  to  the  same  chemical 
composition  or  same  mass  as  larger  (e.g.  fine)  particles  [15]. 

In  summary,  smaller  particles  are  generally  considered  more  toxic  than  larger  particles,  motivating 
the  recent  change  to  use  PM2.5  and  PM10  instead  of  exclusively  PM10  for  regulator  purposes  [14, 
16,17]. 

Chemical  composition  as  a  modulator  for  PM  toxicity: 

While  the  number  of  particles  is  important  as  it  realtes  to  health  effects,  so  to  is  the  size,  shape, 
chemical  composition  [2,  6]  and  material  properties.  Chemicals  absorbed  or  adsorbed  to  the 
particles  may  also  have  different  toxicological  effects.  It  is  important  thus  to  determine  both  the 
particle  concentration  and  size  distribution  as  well  as  determine  the  chemical  properties  of  the  parent 
material  to  asses  the  effect  of  inhalable  particles.  There  is  ample  evidence  [2,  5]  suggesting  that 
specific  chemical  properties  of  PM  link  with  biological  response.  For  example,  it  has  been  observed 
that  coarse  and  fine  particles  of  PM  were  greater  in  generating  inflammatory  mediators  compared  to 
carbon  black,  suggesting  chemicals  adsorbed  onto  the  particle  surface,  rather  than  just  the  mere 
presence  of  the  particle  can  be  responsible  for  toxicity  [17].  Obot,  et  al.  [18]  studied  human  alveolar 
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macrophages  incubated  with  fine  PM  subjected  to  various  procedures  and  concluded  PM  toxicity 
was  dependent  on  the  surface  characteristics  of  the  particles. 

Of  significant  interest  to  this  task  force  is  evidence  for  toxicity  of  chemical  constituents  found  in  tire 
particulate  matter.  A  class  of  carcinogens,  namely,  polycyclic  aromatic  hydrocarbons  (PAH)  are 
benzene-soluble  organics  which  are  of  particular  interest  because  of  their  toxicity.  Li  et  al.  used  in 
vitro  assays  to  show  concentrated  PM10  and  PM2.5  induced  oxidative  stress  in  alveolar 
macrophages  for  PM  which  was  highest  in  PAH  [19]. 

Exposure  limit  difficulties 

It  has  also  been  shown  that  the  respiratory  tract  is  actually  more  sensitive  to  particle  number,  not 
mass  [20].  Determining  the  best  way  to  express  exposure  limits  is  complex  as  further  illustrated  by 
Diociaiuti,  et  al.  They  demonstrated  the  effects  on  one  studied  endpoint  to  be  greater  for  fine 
particles  than  for  coarse  particles  delivered  at  equal  mass  concentrations.  But  no  differences  in 
response  when  exposure  data  were  expressed  in  terms  of  PM  surface  area  per  volume  unit  [16] . 

Tire  Particulate  Matter 

The  studies  below  discuss  the  chemical  properties  and  size  distribution  of  tire  PM  to  enable  a 
comparative,  quantitative  understanding  of  tire  based  pollution. 

It  has  been  shown  that  wear  from  tires  largely  impacts  the  particle  concentration  and  contribute  to 
poor  environmental  air  quality  [21].  The  standard  for  PM10  stipulates  that  the  daily  mean 
concentration  must  not  exceed  50  ug/m3  more  than  35  days  per  year  and  the  yearly  mean  can  not 
exceed  40-ug/m3  [7]. 

Chemical  content  of  tire  based  PM 

Analysis  of  tire  dust  or  particulate  matter  from  tires  shows  that  it  consists  not  only  of  debris  from  the 
tire  but  also  assimilated  heavy  metal  partioles  emitted  from  road  traffic  materials  such  as  break 
lining  and  road  paint  [21].  For  example,  Fe,  Cr/Pb  clusters,  Ti,  Cr,  Cu,  Zn,  Sr,  Y,  Zr,  Sn,  Sb,  Ba,  La, 
CeandPb[21]. 

It  has  been  shown  that  zinc  can  be  an  excellent  indicator  of  particulate  matter  generated  by  tire  wear 
[8].  Zinc  oxide  is  added  as  an  activator  to  the  vulcanizing  process  and  give  zinc  concentrations  of 
about  1%  of  the  final  rubber  product.  Further  more,  to  speed  vulcanization  sulphur  containing  zinc 
organic  accelerators  are  added  at  between  0.5  and  2  wt  %.  The  major  part  of  the  zinc  in  tires  is  presnt 
as  excess  ZnO  and  ZnS.  While  not  all  the  zinc  can  be  assigned  to  tire  wear,  they  showed  the  only 
significant  contributor  to  extractable  zinc  in  airborne  particles  is  from  tires,  with  the  exception  of 
engine  oil.  They  were  able  to  show  1290  ug  of  organic  zinc  is  present  per  gram  of  tire.  This  number 
can  thus  be  used  to  help  determine  the  souce  of  particulate  matter,  especially  as  assigned  to  tire 
wear. 

Road  PM  from  tire  particles 

These  studies  below  are  helpful  in  yielding  a  comparative  exposure  to  road  tire  particulate  matter. 
Gustafsson  et  al.  [2]  used  a  road  simulator  with  tires  on  a  track  to  investigate  PM  generation  from 
cars  and  truck  on  roads.  The  also  investigated  the  inflammatory  potential  of  the  generated  particles 
in  human  macrophages  and  epithelial  cells.  Chemical  analysis  was  used  to  determine  source  (road, 
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tires,  etc.).  While  the  majority  of  wear  particles  were  shown  to  be  from  pavement,  the  concentration 
of  tire  wear  particles  goes  up  for  smaller  particles  (especially  for  ultra  fine)  as  illustrated  by  the 
elevated  Zn  and  S  content  which  are  specific  to  tires  in  the  experiments.  Measurements  were  made  at 
2  meters  from  the  simulated  road  when  cars  were  driven  20km/hr  in  a  closed  room  and  reaching 
steady  state  concentrations.  They  measured  1  mg/m3  PM10  (all  particles)  which  contained  400  ppm 
(0.04%)  zinc,  or  2-ug/m3  of  zinc.  Using  the  above  technique  yields  520-(j.g/m3  tire  PM  10.  This 
estimates  the  concentration  of  PM  due  to  tires  is  about  52%  PM  when  compared  to  the  road  material 
(road  stone,  pavement,  etc.).  Gupta  [13]  showed  that  tire  wear  accounted  for  about  7%  of  all  PM  in 
roadside  measurements  when  including  the  entire  environment  in  a  highly  polluted  region  (Kolkata, 
India)  at  industrial  sites.  When  looking  at  the  number  of  particles  directly  behind  a  car,  100-250- 
|j.g/m3  of  3-5  micron  particles  were  measured  and  is  consistent  with  the  numbers  above  [4]. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  at  that  the  concentration  of  zinc  goes  up  to  2000  ppm  (0.2%)  Zn  for  lOOnm 
PM,  indicating  an  increase  in  tire  PM  at  the  ultra  fine  size  [2].  While  the  study  concludes  that 
studded  tire  wear  pavements  induced  inflammation  in  airways  and  the  tire  and  pavement  type  are 
important  in  determining  the  level  of  response,  they  did  not  break  out  the  biological  responses  due  to 
tire  vs.  pavement. 


Settling  time  of  PM  Table  1:  Terminal  gravitational  settling  velocities  and  settling  times 

The  time  particles  are  in  the  air  is 
an  important  parameter,  Table  1 . 
One  meter  height  is  consistent 
with  how  high  the  rubber  infill 
may  rebound  or  be  kicked  up 
during  use.  When  the  large  tire 

granules  are  carried  into  the  air,  they  will  re-suspend  particulate  matter  (PM10,  PM2.5,  etc)  into  the 
air.  Their  persistence  in  the  air  impacts  the  time  they  are  available  for  inhalation. 


PM10  PM2.5 

PM  lOOnm 

Settling  Velocity  (cm/sec) 

0.5  0.02 

0.0001 

Time  to  settle  1  meter 

3.3  min   83  min. 

1 1.5  days 
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Indoor  NILU  study 

Table  2  presents  the  particulate  matter  results  from  the  NILU  study  [22]  and  select  carcinogenic  gas 
phase  results.  Of  particular  interest  is  the  fact  that  the  known  carcinogen  BaP  is  present  in  the  PM  at 
quantities  near  the  maximum  goal  levels  directed  by  various  agencies.  Both  the  concentration  of  PM 
together  with  the  chemical  composition  indicates  a  concern.  Results  of  chemical  characterization  of 
the  airborne  dust  showed  the  presence  of  PAHs,  phthalates,  other  S VOCs,  benzothiazoles,  and 
aromatic  amines,  also  referenced  in  the  NYC  study  [23].  Higher  levels  were  seen  in  the  SBR  rubber 
air  measurements  than  in  the  thermoplastic  elastomer  air  measurements. 

On  average,  28%  of  the  dust  was  natural  latex  rubber  for  PM10  and  45%  of  the  dust  was  rubber  for 
PM2.5.  Because  the  average  European  car  tire  consists  of  42%  rubber  [Section  4.3.4  of  22],  the  dust 
it  was  concluded  the  dust  is  from  recycled  tires  and  NOT  from  ambient  background. 


Table  2:  Select  PM  and  vapor  phase  statistics  near  recommended  limits  from  NILU  study  [22]  for  three  indoor 


Pollutant 

Val 

Ost 

Mang 

Limits 

PM10  (ug/m3)a 

32 

31 

40 

35b 

PM2.5  (ug/m3) 

19 

10 

17 

20c 

Benzo(a)pyrened  (ng/m3)  in  PM10 

0.56 

0.38 

1.2 

1.0e 

Benzene  (ug/m  )  gas  phase 

2.4 

2.0 

2.3 

2.08 

Total  PAHh  (ng/m3)  in  gas  phase 

364 

121 

174 

NA 

High  Risks  in  NILU 

The  review  [24]  of  the  NILU  study  concludes  1 .2  ng/m3  BaP  will  give  a  lifetime  cancer  risk  of  10"4. 
The  review  [24]  dismisses  this  and  concludes  the  PAH  values  are  from  surrounding  air  with  poor 
support  or  evidence.  The  BaP  was  dissolved  out  of  the  collected  particulate  matter  during  analysis 
and  appears  to  be  taken  in  good  lab  practices.  The  review  also  concludes  a  concentration  of  the  gas 
phase  carcinogenic  benzene  of  1 .7  ug/m3,  linked  to  leukaemia  in  humans,  has  a  lifetime  cancer  risk 
of  10  s.  These  risks  are  higher  than  the  di  minimis  risk  level  of  1  case  per  one  million  established  by 
OEHHA[25]. 

NYC  study 

A  very  recent  study  by  NYC  [23]  described  the  SBR  crumb  rubber  as  containing  several  chemicals 
of  potential  concern  (COPC).  They  discussed  extraction  studies  above  and  others  as  illustrating 
crumb  rubber  contains  polycyclic  aromatic  hydrocarbons  (PAHs),  including  carcinogenic  PAHs 
(benzo[a]anthracene,  benzo[a]pyrene,  benzo[b]fluoranthene,  benzo[k]fluoranthene,  chrysene, 


a  Both  PM  sizes  contained  measurable  amounts  of  28  various  chemicals  (not  including  PAHs) 

b  In  the  EU,  the  recommended  norm  for  oudoor  air  is  35  ug/m3  The  US  standard  for  PM10  stipulates  that  the  daily  mean 
concentration  must  not  exceed  50  ug/m3  more  than  35  days/year  and  the  yearly  mean  can  not  exceed  40  ug/m3[7] 

Johansson  C,  Norman  M,  Gidhagen  L.  Spatial  &  temporal  variations  of  PM10  and  particle  number 
concentrations  in  urban  air.  Environmental  Monitoring  and  Assessment  2007;127:477.. 
c  Indoor  and  outdoor  national  standard 

d  Known  carcinogen  and  PAH;  its  chemical  composition  has  been  shown  to  be  a  modulator  for  PM  toxicity 
e  2004  EU  directive  for  outdoor  air 

f  Highest  of  two  or  three  readings  per  hall.  The  lowest  reading  was  1 .7  ug/m3 
g  2010  National  Target 

h  The  group  of  polycyclic  aromatic  hydrocarbons  (PAH)  measured  included  40  plus  chemicals 
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dibenz[a,h]anthracene  and  and  indeno(l,2,3-cd)anthracene)  [23,  p2-7].  They  also  pointed  out  PAHs 
were  identified  in  PMio  and  PM2.5  samples  collected  from  indoor  sports  halls,  i.e.  the  NILU  study. 

The  NYC  study  concludes  [23]  new  research  is  necessary  to  give  more  representative  data  on 
exposures  related  to  urban  field  use.  They  suggested  COPCs  and  PM  should  be  measured  at  the 
breathing  zone  levels  of  users  (specifically  children  due  to  their  closer  proximity  to  COPCs  [23,  p3- 
7]),  on  both  newly  installed  and  older  synthetic  turf  fields  containing  crumb  rubber  should  be.  Air 
monitoring  targets  should  include  PAHs,  VOCs,  and  particulate  matter,  and  should  occur  during  hot 
weather  and  calm  wind  conditions  to  approximate  worst  case  exposure  scenarios.  In  addition, 
background  air  sampling  should  be  conducted  at  nearby  off-field  sites  simultaneously,  as  well  as 
natural  and/or  asphalt  fields,  in  order  to  provide  comparative  data  on  exposures  related  to  urban 
environments  . 

Phthalates,  alkylphenols,  and  benzene  have  been  found  to  off-gas  during  tire  manufacturing  (Cocheo 
et.  al.  1983).  In  addition,  studies  have  also  shown  that  various  chemicals  such  as  phthalates, 
alkylphenols,  and  benzene  may  become  bonded  to  tires  during  use  (Willoughby  2006a,  b).  Since 
these  chemicals  are  used  during  the  tire  manufacturing  process,  or  are  present  in  the  environment 
while  the  tires  are  in  use,  their  presence  in  the  crumb  rubber  would  be  expected.  , 

Risk  levels 

Risk  level  of  1  in  10,000  (10"4)  is  considered  the  maximum  acceptable  risk  while  a  risk  of  1  in 
1,000,000  (10"6)  is  considered  a  virtual  safe  dose  and  constitutes  a  negligible  risk.  The  debate  [26] 
regarding  the  maximum  acceptable  risk  should  be  discussed  within  the  taskforce.  While  measuring 
risk  is  scientific,  judging  the  acceptability  of  risk  is  a  value  judgment  [27,  28]  and  it  is  unclear  if  10" 
in  San  Francisco  considers  the  identified  and  potential  risks  as  acceptable.  Risk  levels  less  stringent 
than  10"6are  often  due  to  economic  or  technological  considerations.  Regulatory  agencies  generally 
view  these  higher  risk  levels  (10"  ,10"5)  to  be  acceptable  if  there  is  no  feasible  way  to  reduce  the 
risks  further  [25]. 

Future  Steps 

To  accurately  assess  the  potential  for  human  health  toxicity,  accurate  measurements  of  particulate 
matter,  specifically  PM10,  PM2.5  and  ultra  fine  particles  are  required.  Currently,  the  literature  does 
not  address  this,  though  it  does  for  indoor  PM  from  artificial  turf.  The  indoor  numbers  demonstrate 
the  source  of  dust  is  primarily  from  the  recycled  tire  infill  and  the  source  strength  for  both  the 
particle  concentration  and  composition  is  comparable  to  EU  and  US  standards  for  pollution, 
indicating  the  infill  is  a  particulate  matter  pollution  source. 

Experiments  suggested: 

Determining  if  the  recycled  tire  infill  is  a  pollution  source  and  health  risk  outdoors  requires  further 
research.  It  is  suggested  such  experiments  be  performed  at  local  San  Francisco  artificial  turf 
installations  such  as  Garfield  Park.  Such  experiments  should  be  done  to  mimic  use  by  children  as 
they  are  closest  to  the  source  (measured  at  child  height,  say  32  inches).  Similarly,  the  sampling 
should  be  done  both  during  used  (running,  etc.)  and  close  to  where  the  re-suspension  will  take  place 
(e.g.  close  to  the  athlete's  breathing  zone).  Measurements  on  hot  and  cold  days  should  be 
perforemed.  Hot  days  may  increase  out  gassing  and  lead  to  more  adsorption  of  chemicals  on  the  PM; 
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cold  days  may  increase  PM  generation  due  to  stiffening  of  the  rubber  tire  material  enabling  more 
mechanical  formation  of  PM. 

Risk  assessment  can  then  be  undertaken  armed  with  accurate  concentrations  and  compositions  of  the 
PM.  Short  of  outdoor  data,  the  indoor  PM  data  should  be  used  to  make  an  assessment  -  concluding 
the  levels  of  PM  and  the  composition  therein  are  at  or  above  to  EU  and  US  standards  for  pollution, 
not  below.  Factors  such  as  radiant  heating  (sun)  and  low/no  wind  days  may  create  scenarios  where 
the  indoor  values  are  applicable. 

Michael  Vestel,  Ph.D. 
Staff  Scientist 

Applied  Optics  Laboratory 
Physical  Sciences  Division 

SRI  International 

333  Ravenswood  Ave,  Bldg  301-81 
Menlo  Park,  CA  94025 
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Study  Concern:  Will  there  be  health  effects  due  to  inhalation  or  ingestion  of 
synthetic  field  components? 

5/29/08 

Charles  Vidair,  OEHHA 
Relevant  Research 

1.  J.  C.  Broderick  &  Associates  air  measurements  above  outdoor  synthetic  football 
fields  in  two  high  schools  in  New  York  State. 

2.  Norwegian  Institute  for  Air  Research  air  measurements  over  three  synthetic  sports 
fields  in  indoor  stadiums. 

3.  Moretto  study  performed  for  the  artificial  turf  industry:  assayed  turf  samples  in 
sealed  chambers  (for  volatilizing  chemicals)  and  outdoor  turf  plots  (for  chemicals 
leaching  in  rain  water). 

4.  EHHI  study  of  rubber  crumb  samples  heated  in  small  glass  vials. 

5.  California  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board  (CIWMB)  study  of  tire-derived 
indoor  flooring:  flooring  off-gassed  in  environmental  chambers. 

6.  Norwegian  Institute  of  Public  Health  risk  assessment  using  the  data  from  #2 
above. 

7.  OEHHA  playground  study  in  which  shredded  tires  were  digested  overnight  in  a 
solution  that  mimicked  the  gastric  environment. 


Main  Findings 

1 .  Sixteen  polycyclic  aromatic  hydrocarbons  (PAHs)  were  assayed:  none  were 
detected  at  the  minimum  detection  limit  of  6  ug/m3. 

2.  A  variety  of  volatile  organic  compounds  (VOCs),  PAHs  and  small  particulates 
(PMio,  PM2.5)  were  identified  and  quantified.  Many  additional  low-level 
chemicals  were  detected  but  not  identified. 

3.  VOCs  (over  112)  and  metals  were  released  by  the  turf  but  no  concentrations  were 
given. 

4.  Identified  and  quantified  4  VOCs  and  4  metals  released  by  the  rubber  crumb  into 
the  air  in  the  vial  (VOCs)  or  into  an  aqueous  solution  (metals). 

5.  Twenty-four  VOCs  were  identified  and  quantified,  hundreds  of  other  low-level 
VOCs  were  not  identified  or  quantified. 

6.  Adverse  health  effects  were  not  expected  from  the  exposure  scenarios  modeled, 
either  via  inhalation  or  ingestion. 

7.  The  tire  shreds  released  thirteen  metals  and  eleven  organic  chemicals.  A  low  risk 
of  adverse  health  effects  was  calculated  for  a  scenario  of  a  one-time  ingestion  of 
10  grams  of  shreds  by  a  child. 


Significance  for  San  Francisco 


1 .  Suggests  PAHs  are  not  released  by  these  outdoor  fields  at  detectable  levels. 

2.  Uncertain,  since  these  fields  were  in  indoor  stadiums  and  the  fields  in  San 
Francisco  are  outdoors.  Outdoor  fields  may  have  lower  levels  of  volatilizing 
chemicals  and  particulates  in  the  air  space  above  them  due  to  dispersion  into  the 
atmosphere. 

3.  Uncertain  without  data  on  concentrations  of  chemicals  released. 

4.  Concentrations  may  be  useful  for  estimating  whether  health  effects  would  be 
expected  in  outdoor  fields. 

5.  Exposure  modeling  suggests  the  identified  chemicals  would  not  cause  health 
effects  via  inhalation  in  outdoor  applications;  most  low-level  chemicals  were  not 
identified  and  so  could  not  be  evaluated  for  health  effects. 

6.  Since  these  risk  calculations  were  for  fields  in  indoor  stadiums,  this  suggests  that 
health  effects  would  not  be  expected  for  the  outdoor  fields  being  considered  for 
San  Francisco  (assuming  this  group's  analysis  is  correct)  ..^sg^ 

7.  Chemical  release  by  rubber  crumb  used  in  synthetic  fields  CHu,4  ely  to  be  greater 
since  the  surface  area/weight  of  rubber  crumb  is  greater  than  that  for  rubber 
shreds. 


Next  Steps 

1 .  Is  the  minimum  detection  limit  of  6  ug/m3  sufficient  to  rule  out  harmful  levels  of 
PAHs? 

2.  Need  measurements  for  these  chemicals  and  particulates  from  above  outdoor 
fields. 

3.  If  possible,  get  concentration  data  for  this  study. 

4.  Determine  if  health  effects  would  be  expected  from  estimated  exposures  to  these 
chemicals. 

5.  If  possible,  locate  data  that  identify  more  of  the  VOCs  released  by  the  tire-derived 
rubber. 

6.  Check  calculations  used  in  this  risk  assessment. 

7.  Try  to  extrapolate  from  rubber  shreds  to  rubber  crumb. 


Environmental/Health  Concern:  Obesity 

Jeanne  Darrah  and  Robert  Harrison 
June  10,  2008 

Relevant  Research: 

Policy: 

1 .  Healthy  parks,  Healthy  Communities,  Addressin  Health  disparities  and  Park 
Inequalities  through  Public  Financing  of  Parks,  Playgrounds,  and  Other  Physical 
Activity  Settings,  Yanez  and  Muzzy,  October  2005  Trust  for  Public  Lands 

2.  Promotion  of  physical  activity  in  children,  Floriani  and  Kennedy  UCSF  Dept.  of 
Family  and  Healthcare  Nursing,  SF,  CA,  Current  Opinion  in  Pediatrics  2008 

Research: 

3.  Associations  of  Perceived  Social  and  Physical  Envtl  Supports  with  Physical 
Activity  and  Walking  Behavior,  Addy  et  al.  Am.  Journal  of  Public  Health,  March 
2004 

4.  Physical  Activity  Among  Adolescents,  When  Do  Parks  Matter?,  Babey  et  al.,  Am 
J.  Prev  Med,  Jan.  2008 

5.  Contribution  of  Public  Parks  to  Physical  Activity,  Cohen,  et  al.  Am.  Journal  of 
Public  Health,  March  2007 

6.  Park-Based  Physical  Activity  in  Diverse  Communities  of  Two  US  Cities,  An 
Observational  Study,  Floyd,  et  al.,  Am  J.  of  Prev.  Med.  V.  34,  N..4 

7.  Physical  Activity  and  Neighborhood  Resources  in  High  School  Girls,  Pate,  et  al., 
Am  J  Prev  Med.  Vol.  34  No.  5 

8.  Places  to  Play:  Association  of  Park  Space  and  Facilities  with  Healthy  Weight 
Status  among  Children,  Potwarka,  et  al.,  J  Community  Health,  2008 

9.  Mac  Arthur  BART  Transit  Village  Health  Impact  Assessment,  Ch  6  Parks  and 
Natural  Spaces,  Richardson,  Jan  2007 

10.  Association  of  access  to  parks  and  recreational  facilities  with  the  physical  activity 
of  young  children,  Roemmich,  et  al.  Preventive  Medicine  43,  2006 

1 1 .  Comaring  Percei  ed  and  Objectively  Measured  Access  to  Recreational  Facilites  as 
Predictors  of  Physical  Activity  in  Adolescent  Girls,  Scott,  et  al.,  J  of  Urban 
Health,  Vol.  84,  No.  3  2007 

Findings: 

Adults  and  children  in  California  are  facing  alarming  rates  of  obesity  (TPL)  Low.  income 
communites  of  color  have  reduced  access  to  community-level  physical  activity  settings 
(TPL) 

Physical  activity  is  an  effective  strategy  for  obesity  intervention  (Floriani) 

Teens  reporting  no  access  to  safe  parks  are  more  likely  not  to  engage  in  any  physical 

activity  compared  to  teens  with  such  access  (Babey) 


Living  close  to  a  park  is  a  critical  determinant  of  park  use  and  physical  activity  in  low- 
income  and  minority  communities  (Cohen) 

The  highest  expenditure  of  energy  was  associated  with  soccer  fields,  playgrounds, 
basketball,  tennis  and  volleyball  courts  as  opposed  to  dog  play  areas,  picnic  shelters, 
baseball  fields  and  open- space  areas.  (Cohen) 

Female  adolescent  girls  were  more  likely  to  engage  in  physical  activity  where  there  were 
multiple  activities  at  one  site,  the  site  was  well  lighted  and  clean  and  safe  (Pate) 


Relevant  for  SF? 


Yes,  because  we  have  the  same  demographic  data  that  the  TPL  put  together  for  Santa 
Ana,  California  where  there  are  pockets  of  high  density,  minority  children  with  a  lack  of 
open  space.  These  children  are  at  an  even  higher  risk  of  obesity  than  the  general 
population. 

The  NY  Dept.  of  Recreation  and  parks  determined  they  have  28%  more  use  time  on 
fields  that  are  artificial  turf.  In  some  areas  of  SF  the  use  time  is  100%  more  because  RPD 
has  not  been  able  to  maintain  the  fields.  This  is  a  significant  increase  in  the  available 
time  for  children  to  play. 

Also,  in  urban  areas  the  kids  felt  safer  and  were  more  inclined  to  go  to  clean  well-lighted 
areas,  which  the  artificial  turf  done  by  the  City  Fields  Foundation  provides. 


Next  Questions: 

Should  we  focus  the  installation  of  artificial  turf  fields  in  high  density  areas  of  the  city 
that  have  a  lack  of  open  space? 

Should  we  install  fields  where  natural  turf  maintenance  is  otherwise  not  feasible  due  to 
overuse  of  fields? 


Environmental/Health  Concern: 

Alternative  Synthetic  Turf  Products 

Relevant  Research  (list/identify  articles,  studies,  etc.) 

1  Interviewed  and  solicited  product  information  from  numerous  turf  manufacturers  over  the  last  two  years. 

2  Searched  the  internet  for  alternative  products  and  manufacturers 

3  Contacted  other  municipalities,  schools  to  inquire  about  field  types  


Main  Findings? 

1  Turf  companies  all  appear  to  have  similar  product  types  with  minor  variations  to  their  systems  which  distinguish  their 
product  line.  These  variations  include  differences  in  fiber  design/profile,  length,  or  combination  of  fiber  material 
(polyethylene/nylon),  backing  design,  infill  type  and  sub  turf  pads  and  drainage  systems. 

Quote  from  one  turf  manufacturer  who  states  that  there  are  approximately  45  companies  in  the  market  selling  turf 
products  or  individual  components.  The  turf  industry  is  an  extremely  volatile  market  and  there  are  many  companies 
emerging  and  failing  on  a  regular  basis. 

Most  turf  companies  use  all  rubber  (SBR)  or  a  combination  of  rubber  and  sand  as  their  primary  infill  product. 
Although  there  are  alternative  infill  products  available,  most  companies  believe  that  rubber  is  the  best  infill  product 
on  the  market  (tested  and  approved  performance). 

The  goal  of  alternative  infill  products  on  the  market  is  to  address  the  concerns  about  SBR  rubber  (leaching,  off- 
gassing,  heat  island,  microbial  growth). 

Various  Infill  Materials:  No  Infill,  SBR  Rubber,  SBR  Rubber/Sand,  Cool  Fill  (colored  rubber),  Flex  Sand  (rubber 
coated  sand),  EPDM,  TPE,  EcoFill  (engineered  fill),  EnviroFill  (sand),  EcoFill  (mulch),  Polyolefin  Plastomers, 
Polyolefin  Elastomers 

All  fiber  material  is  made  of  wither  polyethylene  or  nylon  or  a  combination  of  the  two.  Backing  material  is  made  of 
various  layers  of  geo  textile  fabric  layers  with  various  binding  and  gluing  styles.  Some  turf  companies  that  use  no 
infill  or  alternative  infill  products  require  a  resilient  backing  material  to  meet  full  attenuation  requirements  (GMAX) 

7  Only  one  company  showed  evidence  that  they  have  an  active  recycling  component/program  associated  with  their  tur 
product  (Mondo)  


Is  this  concern  relevant  to  and/or  significant  for  SF  synthetic  playfields?  (given  conditions,  mate 

1  It  is  important  to  research  and  investigate  all  viable  material  options  as  well  as  examine  the  companies  that  provide 
the  material  and  installation  services. 

2  Although  it  is  important  to  pick  the  most  appropriate  material  for  the  need,  other  variables  should  be  considered  in 
the  selection  process:  fiscal  status,  experience,  location,  continued  customer  service,  warrantee,  recycling 
programs,  etc. 

3  Because  the  synthetic  turf  industry  is  changing  rapidly  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  customer,  decisions  made  on  new 
companies  and  products  should  be  well  researched  to  make  sure  that  we  receive  the  best  product  and  service  over 
time.   


Next  Questions?  What  do  we  still  need  to  know/  understand? 

1  Need  further  evaluation  on  new  alternative  turf  and  fill  products. 

2  Need  to  request  and  review  MSDS  sheets  for  all  products  being  evaluated. 

3  Need  to  gather  user  feedback  on  alternative  turf  products  (other  municipal  user  groups). 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
POLICY  COMMITTEE 


*RESCHEDULED  MEETING 
DRAFT  MINUTES 
Monday,  October  20,  2008,  5:00  P.M. 
City  Hall,  Room  421 
One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 


1 1 

•  /2,o  jo? 


NOV  -  5  2008 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


*The  Monday,  October  27,  2008,  5:00  p.m.  Policy  Committee  Regularly  Scheduled  Meeting  was 
RESCHEDULED  to  Monday,  October  20,  2008  at  5:00  p.m. 

COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  was  called  to  order  at  5:09  p.m.  Present: 
Chair  Wald,  Vice-Chair  Gravanis,  Commissioner  Martin 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  September  8,  2008  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Discussion 
and  Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  Martin  without 
objection,  the  September  8,  2008  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  (AYES:  Chair  Wald,  Vice-Chair 
Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin)  (Explanatory  Document:  September  8,  2008  Approved  Minutes 

http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=891 01 ) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Urban  Environmental  Accord  Action  15.  Transportation.  Carbon  Credit  Program.  Current  Status 
on  the  Development  of  the  Carbon  Offset  Program.  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 
Speakers:  Cal  Broomhead,  Energy  Manager  and  Paul  Joyce,  Carbon  Offsets  Program  Manager, 
Energy  Section.  (Explanatory  Document:  Outline  of  SF  Carbon  Fund  Status  Update) 

Mr.  Joyce  presented  an  overview  of  the  San  Francisco  Local  Carbon  Offset  Program  that  was  created 
as  a  result  of  the  Mayor's  Executive  Directive  dated  December  18,  2007.  The  objectives  of  the 
Executive  Directive  are  to  (1)  develop  and  pilot  a  local  carbon  offset  program;  (2)  to  fund  carbon-offset 
activities  exclusively  within  San  Francisco's  boundaries;  (3)  in  the  pilot  phase,  City  departments  would 
purchase  carbon  offsets  when  employees  travel  by  airplanes,  and  (4)  the  pilot  phase  would  subsidize  a 
limited  set  of  projects  because  of  its  limited  scope  and  funds.  Mr.  Joyce  described  the  three  project 
types  that  include  (1)  biodiesel  refueling  station  per  gallon  subsidy;  (2)  contributions  to  the  Enterprise 
Green  Communities  Offset  Fund;  and  (3)  "geriatric  boiler"  replacement.  Next  steps  would  include 
finalizing  the  San  Francisco  Carbon  Fund  Offset  definition  and  project  protocols,  finalizing  biodiesel 
project  details,  finalizing  the  Green  Communities  agreement,  and  developing  a  City  employee  travel 
offset  process.  Additional  information  on  this  program  can  be  accessed  in  the  Outline  of  San  Francisco 
Carbon  Fund  Status  Update  explanatory  document. 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 


Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 
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Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  a  calculation  exists  for  how  many  air-travel  miles  are  being 
flown  by  City  employees.  Mr.  Joyce  reported  that  there  is  not  a  good  measure  available;  but  there  is  a 
calculation  based  on  the  total  City  travel  budget  that  he  had  engineered  a  ball-park  figure  from.  Deputy 
Director  Assmann  reported  that  he  is  working  with  the  Controller's  Office  to  determine  whether  air  travel 
can  be  separated  from  the  rest  of  travel  for  next  year's  budget. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  inquired  if  there  is  a  mechanism  for  reviewing  all  City  employee  travel  requests  in 
order  to  determine  which  travel  requests  are  necessary.  Mr.  Joyce  stated  that  because  the  carbon 
offset  program  would  be  expensive,  it  would  create  a  deterrent  by  the  fact  that  there  would  be 
additional  money  coming  out  of  the  travel  budget.  As  a  result,  there  would  be  less  money  for  travel  and 
more  scrutiny  by  department  heads  when  approving  travel. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  there  is  an  estimated  carbon  offset  amount  that  would  be  spent  for  any 
kind  of  trip.  Mr.  Joyce  reported  that  for  example,  a  trip  from  San  Francisco  to  New  York  is  a  total  of  a 
ton  of  carbon  offset  each  way  commercial,  so  at  our  prices  we  are  looking  at  $40  to  $50  a  ton  each 
way,  so  the  total  would  be  $80  to  $100  additional.  It  would  be  a  significant  deterrent. 

Chair  Wald  inquired  why  the  focus  is  on  City  employee  airline  travel  only.  Mr.  Broomhead  explained 
that  because  air  travel  is  not  yet  accounted  for  in  our  carbon  footprint,  it  is  a  good  way  of  bringing  it  into 
the  fold  and  would  be  easier  to  account  for  than  auto  travel.  Chair  Wald  inquired  whether  there  are 
project  goals  that  have  been  set  in  order  to  measure  success  of  projects,  e.g.  the  biodiesel  project  or 
purchasing  carbon  offsets  for  City  employee  airline  travel.  Mr.  Joyce  explained  that  a  measure  of 
success  for  the  biodiesel  subsidy  program  would  be  if  it  would  help  ensure  that  a  biodiesel  station  stay 
open  for  business.  Additional  biodiesel  stations  would  provide  easier  access  to  customers  and  would 
lead  to  more  interest  by  consumers. 

Commissioner  Martin  discussed  the  idea  of  additionality  for  the  biodiesel  project.  Mr.  Joyce  explained 
that  there  is  a  significant  chance  that  because  biodiesel  refueling  that  is  going  on  now  is  a  money  loser, 
the  station  could  fail  even  with  the  subsidy,  and  then  would  result  in  a  significant  case  for  additionality. 
The  subsidy  would  provide  a  better  but  not  guaranteed  chance  for  the  station's  success. 
Commissioner  Martin  inquired  why  a  private  auto  supplement  is  at  the  top  of  the  list  when  getting 
people  out  of  their  cars  by  supporting  bicycling  or  walking  should  be  a  higher  priority.  Mr.  Joyce 
reported  that  he  consulted  with  Climate  Trust  in  Oregon  who  reviewed  a  bicycling  project  and  it  is 
believed  that  the  metrics  are  immeasurable — there  is  no  mechanism  for  measuring  how  many  people 
replace  their  auto  travel  for  bicycle  travel  and  miles  measured  from  bicycling  versus  driving.  The 
measurement  would  be  based  on  word  of  mouth  which  is  not  always  accurate. 

Commissioner  Martin  suggested  providing  a  subsidy  to  outfits  that  support  bicyclists  instead  of 
bicyclists  themselves.  Mr.  Joyce  reported  that  those  programs  would  be  best  run  by  the  Department  of 
the  Environment  as  separate  programs  as  he  does  not  know  of  a  way  to  administer  it  as  a  carbon 
purchase.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  there  are  two  issues  with  bicycle  programs  that  are 
somewhat  problematic.  One  is  the  injunction  that  is.  in  place  that  makes  it  hard  to  set  up  programs.  The 
second  is  that  there  is  the  issue  of  additionality  as  there  are  already  a  number  of  programs  that  are 
available  at  this  time.  There  was  just  an  approved  pre-tax  benefit  for  bicycles  that  will  be  heavily 
promoted.  A  project  would  have  to  be  identified  that  would  be  independent  of  those  projects  that  could 
show  additionality  and  could  be  measured.  It  is  easy  to  measure  gallons  of  biodiesel  sold,  and  much 
harder  to  measure  miles  traveled  by  bicycles. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  this  program  is  just  the  beginning  and  there  are  going  to  be 
many  of  these  projects.  It  was  explained  that  if  this  pilot  program  is  successful,  the  intent  is  to  expand  it 
in  a  way  to  not  only  offset  City  travel  but  to  ultimately  have  an  offset  program  for  the  community  to  buy 
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into  as  well.  Mr.  Broomhead  discussed  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  District's  interest  in  a  partnership  to 
buy  into  the  City's  carbon  fund. 

Chair  Wald  inquired  how  long  the  pilot  program  is  and  whether  there  is  a  process  to  work  on  additional 
projects  after  the  pilot.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  there  is  no  set  limit  and  would  want  it  up 
and  running  long  enough  to  be  evaluated,  to  see  if  it  works,  and  then  move  forward.  It  has  been  eight 
months  since  the  Executive  Order  was  issued.  Chair  Wald  asked  if  it  would  be  a  year  or  more.  Mr. 
Broomhead  said  it  is  possible  or  it  could  be  sooner.  Problems  if  any  would  have  to  be  resolved  and 
then  there  would  be  a  time  period  once  the  program  is  running  to  evaluate  its  success.  Chair  Wald 
encouraged  staff  to  think  about  how  to  identify  additional  projects  before  too  long  assuming  it  will  be  a 
successful  project  and  there  will  be  additional  funding.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  after  the  program 
is  running  for  several  months,  a  Request  for  Proposal(s)  could  be  worked  on.  Mr.  Joyce  explained  that 
the  boiler  replacement  project  would  have  great  benefits  for  reducing  our  carbon  footprint  and  could  be 
expanded  on  as  more  funding  becomes  available. 

Commissioner  Martin  discussed  a  potential  project  for  targeting  low  income  or  seniors  for  installation  of 
Energy  Star  appliances.  Mr.  Broomhead  explained  that  this  project  would  be  expensive  because  you 
are  creating  a  whole  delivery  system  and  you  are  not  leveraging  anything  existing.  Commissioner 
Martin  inquired  whether  city-owned  or  administered  housing  is  already  all  Energy  Star.  Mr.  Broomhead 
explained  that  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  did  some  installation  work  on  these  types 
of  units  about  four  or  five  years  ago  and  that  it  may  be  time  for  them  to  work  on  this  project  again. 
Commissioner  Martin  recommended  that  solar  installations  also  be  given  consideration.  Mr. 
Broomhead  reported  that  solar  is  very  expensive.  Mr.  Joyce  reported  that  he  had  held  discussions  with 
Grid  Alternatives  who  does  solar  installations  on  low-income  housing  and  it  was  explained  that  the 
hardest  part  is  not  financing  the  solar,  but  getting  the  property  owner  to  approve  the  installation 
because  people  do  not  want  to  deal  with  two  bills.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  Housing 
Authority.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  the  Housing  Authority  is  served  by  Hetch  Hetchy  power.  Mr. 
Joyce  explained  that  installing  solar  on  low-income  housing  would  make  sense  on  a  larger  scale. 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  offering  low-flow  toilets  and  Energy  Star  appliances  that  can  be 
picked  up  or  packaged  somehow  so  it  would  make  sense  in  terms  of  logistics.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated 
that  the  low-income  program  efficiency  field  is  a  very  complicated  area  and  is  in  the  Strategic  Plan  to 
work  on  in  the  next  year  or  two  because  more  funding  would  be  available  in  the  next  cycle.  Mr.  Joyce 
explained  that  is  the  kind  of  project  that  once  you  get  to  scale  you  could  make  an  additionality  argument 
for.  If  the  PUC  says  they  are  going  to  buy  another  3000  Energy  Star  refrigerators  and  we  can  provide 
carbon  money  to  make  it  accessible  through  either  delivery  or  another  means,  and  a  case  could  be 
made  that  delivery  would  be  the  only  way  people  would  agree,  it  could  be  written  off  as  a  carbon 
project. 

Commissiorrer  Martin  inquired  about  planting  trees  or  other  sequestration  plants.  Mr.  Broomhead 
explained  that  trees  are  approximately  $3000  a  ton  for  a  project.  It  was  stated  that  temperate  zone 
trees  don't  generate  a  lot  of  tons  and  there  are  other  issues  with  urban  trees.  Deputy  Director 
Assmann  stated  that  it  is  very  expensive  per  tree,  so  the  offsets  would  never  be  enough  to  cover  the 
cost.  It  is  an  incremental  benefit,  but  not  enough  to  run  a  program. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  she  thinks  these  are  excellent  pilot  projects  and  would  like  to  see  the 
data  once  it  comes  in  to  see  how  we  are  doing.  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  concurred  with  the  suggestion  to 
study  projects  that  can  reduce  vehicle  miles  traveled  whether  it  is  bicycle  related,  a  grocery  delivery 
project  that  prevents  people  from  driving  to  a  store,  or  any  other  relevant  project.  It  was  explained  that 
there  is  a  large  carbon  footprint  in  so  many  of  the  goods  that  are  delivered  and  that  there  should  be  a 
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way  to  provide  incentives  for  more  local  production,  manufacturing,  processing,  and  distribution  of 
these  products. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  inquired  about  the  timeline  for  the  next  steps.  Mr.  Joyce  reported  that  the  carbon 
fund  offset  definition  and  project  protocols  have  been  a  work  in  progress  all  year.  The  Department  of 
the  Environment  has  hired  a  new  Climate  Coordinator  who  would  be  working  on  this  program  and  it  is 
hoped  that  it  would  be  finalized  soon  after  she  gets  on  board.  The  biodiesel  project  is  going  on  right 
now— Deputy  Director  Assmann  is  working  on  the  payment  mechanism,  contracts,  and  agreements  and 
it  would  be  forwarded  to  the  City  Attorney's  Office  for  review.  The  verification  process  has  been 
mapped  out  and  the  collection  data  has  been  identified.  Mr.  Joyce  reported  that  there  is  a 
Memorandum  of  Understanding  that  has  been  drafted  for  the  green  communities  program,  and  it  is  now 
a  matter  of  finalizing  the  language  and  selecting  a  project.  There  may  be  a  project  that  is  slated  to  start 
in  December  or  another  one  in  January  or  February.   Deputy  Director  Assmann  is  working  with  the 
Controller's  Office  and  City  Attorney's  Office  on  the  offset  process.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated 
that  he  is  expected  to  receive  funding  this  year  and  would  be  able  to  write  it  into  the  next  fiscal  year's 
budget  process.  It  was  explained  that  funding  would  be  identified  for  the  projects  that  are  ready  to  go 
now  and  early  in  the  winter  and  spring. 

Chair  Wald  inquired  whether  there  is  any  way  to  subsidize  the  use  of  bike  messengers.  Mr.  Joyce 
stated  that  this  would  be  a  good  project  to  discuss  with  law  firms  because  they  deal  with  documents 
that  have  to  be  signed  and  delivered  on  a  daily  basis,  but  does  not  know  if  it  can  be  a  carbon  project. 
Mr.  Broomhead  explained  that  the  reason  the  bike  messengers  are  hurting  is  because  documents  can 
now  be  filed  and  signed  on  the  Internet.  With  this  type  of  program,  internet  and  not  auto  traffic  would 
be  displaced,  so  would  be  counterproductive  as  a  result.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  suggested 
consolidating  delivery  vehicles  because  there  are  so  many  delivery  vehicles  going  to  the  same  routes. 

Commissioners  requested  additional  information  on  the  programs  once  implementation  begins. 

5.  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  Measures  List  for  Rent  Capital  Cost  Pass  Through — 
Approval  of  Amendments  to  the  Measures  List.  (Explanatory  Document:  Energy  Conservation  and 
Renewable  Energy  Improvements  List)  (Discussion  and  Action)  SPEAKER:  Cal  Broomhead,  Energy 
Manager 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  the  Commission  in  2003  had  already  approved  an  amortization  period  for 
the  items  that  are  categorized  in  the  Qualified  Improvements  column  and  described  in  greater  detail  in 
the  Additional  Terms  of  Pass-through  column.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  the  Department  is 
requesting  another  approval  because  this  list  was  never  forwarded  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
because  of  Rent  Board  issues.  The  Rent  Board  is  now  ready  to  bring  the  list  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  for  approval  and  they  had  inquired  whether  any  amendments  should  be  made  to  the  list. 
Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  the  Amortization  Period  column  on  the  far  right  reflects  what  is  now  being 
recommended  and  the  Amortization  Period  column  to  the  left  of  the  far  right  column  reflects  what  was 
recommended  in  2003.  It  was  explained  that  the  City  Attorney's  office  stated  that  the  Department 
would  need  Department  and  Commission  approval  in  order  to  bring  this  new  set  of  amortization  periods 
to  the  Board. 

Mr.  Broomhead  discussed  the  benefits  of  solar  installations  in  multi-tenant  buildings  to  landlords  in  that 
instead  of  having  tenants  pay  $100  directly  to  PG&E,  that  amount  could  go  directly  to  paying  for  a 
capital  improvement  to  a  building  and  make  it  more  valuable.  In  order  for  the  solar  installation  to  meet 
the  requirements  of  what  is  being  proposed,  it  has  to  benefit  the  tenant's  unit  which  is  more  likely  to  be 
through  solar  water  heating  to  the  boiler. 
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Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  it  is  legal  for  a  landlord  to  charge  a  tenant  for  electricity  use 
directly.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated  they  could  not  unless  the  unit  was  individually  metered.  In  order  to  do 
so,  the  landlord  would  have  to  install  a  photovoltaic  system  that  would  go  to  the  tenant's  meter,  and  the 
landlord  could  then  bill  them  for  capital  cost  pass-through.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  would 
not  like  to  penalize  someone  that  is  conservative  in  their  energy  use  as  it  would  not  incentivize 
conservation.  It  was  explained  that  tenants  can  go  to  the  Rent  Board  to  contest  a  pass-through  if  they 
feel  it  is  not  worth  it  to  them. 

Chair  Wald  inquired  about  allowing  for  tankless  water  heaters.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  tankless 
water  heater  efficiency  is  dependent  on  building  particulars  and  is  not  cost  effective  in  all  cases.  If  you 
have  high  usage  and  the  building  has  a  tight  plumbing  tree,  the  savings  is  going  to  be  small;  if  you  have 
low  usage  it  could  work  depending  on  the  cost  of  installation.  It  was  explained  that  tanks  really  work 
when  the  water  heater  is  next  to  an  exterior  wall. 

Chair  Wald  recommended  reviewing  new  items  that  could  be  added  to  the  list.  Commissioner  Martin 
asked  whether  it  would  be  possible  to  include  a  wild  card  category  so  that  landlords  could  present  an 
option  that  would  make  sense  for  their  specific  building.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  he  does  not  know 
whether  it  is  allowed  by  the  Rent  Board  laws  or  not.  There  were  a  number  of  items  that  were  so 
inexpensive  to  install  that  the  Rent  Board  did  not  want  them  on  the  list  because  it  did  not  make  sense. 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  generally  landlords  do  not  like  this  process  at  the  Rent  Board  and 
explained  barriers  they  face  when  making  improvements  to  occupied  units,  e.g.  tenants  unhappy  with 
improvements  that  were  made.  Chair  Wald  recommended  finding  a  way  to  encourage  the  landlords  to 
do  more  of  these  items  when  their  apartments  are  vacant  so  that  it  could  go  into  the  apartment  offset. 
Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  there  is  a  multi-family  incentive  program  being  offered  to  do  many  of  these 
projects  and  more.  Chair  Wald  recommended  adding  a  carbon  calculator  to  the  Department's  website 
showing  what  the  Department  is  doing  to  offset  carbon  and  adding  a  way  for  people  to  calculate  their 
carbon  savings. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  there  was  a  way  that  renters  can  participate  in  this  process  so 
they  can  initiate  changes  that  can  stay  with  the  building,  e.g.,  change  out  the  refrigerator  to  a  smaller, 
more  efficient  one.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  there  are  renters  that  would  like  to  utilize  more 
conservation  methods  but  feel  powerless.  Mr.  Broomhead  explained  that  if  it  is  the  renter's  refrigerator 
and  not  the  landlords,  it  can  be  done;  otherwise,  they  would  have  to  talk  to  the  landlord.  Commissioner 
Martin  suggested  developing  a  system  for  renters  to  participate  in.  Mr.  Broomhead  explained  that  this 
program  has  not  been  set  up  in  that  way. 

Chair  Wald  recommended  issuing  local  certificates  for  apartments  where  these  improvements  have 
been  made  so  that  it  can  be  used  as  an  advertising  tool  in  renting  apartments.  Mr.  Broomhead 
reported  that  an  effort  is  being  made  to  upgrade  the  Residential  Energy  Conservation  Ordinance. 
Commissioner  Martin  recommended  that  a  freezer  be  an  optional  item  for  an  apartment  since  it  is  a 
huge  energy  consumer.  It  was  explained  that  some  apartments  are  equipped  with  a  large  refrigerator 
and  very  few  people  are  residing  in  the  apartment,  so  smaller  appliances  should  be  offered  for  those 
types  of  units.  So  if  the  appliance  is  not  an  Energy  Star  appliance,  it  should  be  appropriately  sized.  Mr. 
Broomhead  explained  that  a  change  of  occupancy  would  change  requirements,  but  would  look  into 
standard  refrigerator  sizes  for  apartment  units. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  asked  if  newly  constructed  apartment  buildings  must  have  separate  meters  for  gas 
and  electricity.  Mr.  Broomhead  explained  that  electricity  is  individually  metered.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis 
recommended  studying  what  can  be  done  for  future  projects,  especially  large-scale  projects.  Chair 
Wald  recommended  adding  extra  LEED  points  to  incentivize.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended 
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separate  metering  and  separate  billing  for  every  utility  for  every  unit  to  give  an  incentive  that  is  more 
meaningful  for  conservation  than  many  of  these  other  efficiency  technologies  that  people  have  ways  to 
go  around. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin  and  second  by  Chair  Wald,  the  Energy  Efficiency  and 
Renewable  Energy  Measures  List  was  approved  for  recommendation  to  the  Commission  without 
objection  (AYES:  Chair  Wald,  Vice-Chair  Gravanis,  and  Commissioner  Martin).  Mr.  Broomhead 
reported  that  he  would  research  the  previous  list  for  items  that  may  have  dropped  off  or  to  see  if 
anything  had  been  missed  and  would  present  it  to  the  full  Commission  for  approval  at  their  October  30th 
meeting. 

6.  Update  on  Synthetic  Playfields  Task  Force  Findings.  (Explanatory  Document:  Recreation  and  Park 

Department  Synthetic  Playfields  Taskforce  Findings  and  Department  Recommendations)  (Informational  Report  and  DiSCUSSion) 

SPEAKER:  Chris  Geiger,  Ph.D.,  Integrated  Pest  Management  (IPM)  and  Green  Purchasing  Program 
Manager 

Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  there  had  been  public  concern  and  uproar  about  synthetic  playfield 
installations  that  had  been  voiced  during  Integrated  Pest  Management  conferences,  and  there  had  also 
been  strong  neighborhood  support.  The  Recreation  and  Park  Department,  who  is  the  lead  on  this 
project,  had  created  a  Task  Force  that  included  representatives  from  different  interests  to  review  public 
concerns  and  provide  findings  to  the  department.  The  Task  Force  held  well  attended  meetings  from 
January  -  May  2008  and  prepared  a  document  of  recommendations  for  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department.  The  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  has  approved  the  Task  Force's  findings  and 
recommendations  that  can  be  accessed  in  the  Explanatory  Document:  Recreation  and  Park  Department  Synthetic 

Playfields  Taskforce  Findings  and  Department  Recommendations  and  has  approved  the  draft  Criteria.  The  timeline  is  that 

they  have  until  the  end  of  November  to  finalize  the  criteria  and  the  work  plan  for  new  installations. 

Dr.  Geiger  explained  that  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  is  receiving  funding  from  the  Fields 
Foundation  to  install  the  turf  in  playfields  which  is  an  added  benefit  for  the  department.  There  is  a  huge 
demand  for  recreational  fields  in  San  Francisco  and  some  teams  have  to  play  in  Marin  and  the  East 
Bay  because  of  a  lack  of  availability.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  because  of  a  lack  of  long-term  life  cycle 
data  it  was  difficult  to  make  an  educated  decision  on  this  product. 

Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  one  of  the  concerns  was  the  possibility  of  the  product  containing  toxics. 
Stakeholders  from  the  Department  of  Public  Health  and  the  Department  of  the  Environment  concluded 
that  there  was  no  toxics  "smoking  gun"  that  was  serious  enough  to  require  a  moratorium  on  all 
installations.  Lead  was  detected  in  one  of  the  products  tested,  and  the  Center  for  Environmental  Health 
found  it  in  considerably  higher  levels  in  residential  synthetic  turf.  However,  the  good  news  was  that  it 
was  found  in  only  one  of  the  products,  was  used  as  a  color  fixative  embedded  in  the  plastic  so 
exposure  was  not  likely,  and  most  importantly  the  City  can  simply  avoid  buying  products  that  contain 
lead. 

Dr.  Geiger  explained  that  the  Department  became  interested  in  the  subject  because  an  intern  had 
found  that  this  is  a  huge  and  expanding  industry,  yet  it  is  difficult  to  compare  its  long-term  costs  and 
benefits  with  natural  turf.  The  industry  is  booming  because  school  districts  and  local  programs  are 
finding  they  can  save  on  maintenance  dollars  by  installing  synthetic  playfields.  There  is  also  a  new 
generation  of  the  product  that  is  much  more  realistic  than  the  carpet  astro  turf  and  is  nice  to  run  on. 
Potential  benefits  of  artificial  turf  include  savings  in  maintenance,  water,  petroleum  for  mowing,  and 
pesticide  use,  although  it  is  not  pesticide  free.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  strict  criteria  need  to  be  in  place  for 
artificial  turf  installations-we  would  not  want  to  cover  the  entire  City's  grass  with  plastic  simply  because 
it  is  cheaper  for  maintenance.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  there  are  also  savings  on  injuries.  Dr. 
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Geiger  explained  that  there  is  controversy  on  this  issue  because  the  friction  is  different  on  artificial  turf 
so  there  are  increases  in  some  kind  of  injuries,  e.g.  twisting. 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  he  had  attended  West  Coast  Green  where  someone  had  presented  his 
green  house  and  showed  an  installation  of  artificial  turf  as  a  water  saving  technique.  Dr.  Geiger  stated 
that  the  Santa  Clara  Water  District  is  telling  residents  to  install  artificial  turf  as  a  water-saving  technique 
also— an  example  of  not  thinking  about  the  big  picture.  Commissioner  Martin  discussed  the  idea  of 
replacing  what  was  generic  habitat  with  real  plants  around  the  perimeter  or  to  one  side,  which  was 
addressed  as  part  of  the  report's  recommendations. 

Dr.  Geiger  discussed  long-term  questions  considered  such  as  (1)  lack  of  recyclability — which  relates  to 
the  climate  footprint;  and  (2)  its  potential  for  toxic  leaching.  Synthetic  playfields  would  be  a  great 
example  of  something  that  needs  a  life  cycle  analysis,  but  resources  are  not  yet  available.  It  was 
explained  that  a  life  cycle  analysis  could  cost  approximately  $100,000.00.  The  analysis  would  include 
comparing  this  product  with  different  available  products  and  regional  turf  systems.  A  consultant  had 
reviewed  the  toxic  elements  to  see  if  there  are  brominated  flame  retardants  in  these  products,  which 
have  the  potential  of  becoming  a  hazardous  waste  in  a  couple  of  years.  These  chemicals  were  not 
found  in  significant  quantities.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  he  would  be  keeping  track  of  results  from  studies 
that  are  underway  that  could  provide  additional  information. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  it  might  make  sense  to  do  a  life  cycle  analysis  even  after 
installation  for  future  consideration.  Dr.  Geiger  asked  who  would  provide  the  funding  for  the  analysis. 
Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  manufacturer  should  pay  for  it  but  should  not  control  it. 
Commissioner  Martin  suggested  that  City  Fields  could  promote  a  life  cycle  analysis.  Dr.  Geiger  stated 
there  was  a  discussion  on  this  possibility,  but  no  conclusion.  Chair  Wald  recommended  that  after  a  set 
date,  to  say  that  we  are  not  buying  any  turf  without  a  life  cycle  analysis  done  by  an  independent  third 
party  and  paid  for  by  the  manufacturer. 

Chair  Wald  recommended  thinking  about  how  to  amend  the  Precautionary  Principle  in  order  to  require 
life  cycle  analyses  under  certain  circumstances.  It  would  ensure  that  when  similar  products  are  being 
bought,  used,  or  installed,  there  would  be  an  enforcement  mechanism  that  would  require  that  certain 
information  be  made  available  before  moving  forward.  Dr.  Geiger  explained  that  a  life  cycle  analysis  is 
one  of  the  principles  already,  but  that  the  problem  is  that  there  is  no  boundary  between  the  kinds  of 
products  where  they  can  be  used  and  be  feasible  and  those  where  they  can't.  There  are  a  lot  of 
products  where  one  tiny  part  changes,  which  would  change  the  life  cycle  analysis,  and  an  alternative 
analysis  would  have  to  be  done. 

Chair  Wald  recommended  identifying  a  way  to  recycle  the  product  into  the  same  product.  Deputy 
Director  Assmann  stated  that  historically,  plastic  recycling  has  not  been  economical  and  a  system  has 
not  been  set  up,  which  is  why  there  was  such  a  problem  with  plastic  bags.  Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  two 
manufacturers  were  interested  in  recycling  and  one  was  taking  steps  in  that  direction,  and  that  dialogue 
has  been  started  with  the  industry.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  product  could  end  up  in 
the  landfill.  Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  an  effort  is  being  made  to  develop  contract  language  that  would 
encourage  or  require  the  producer  to  take  it  back  at  the  end  of  its  useful  life,  but  the  problem  is  that  it 
would  be  in  approximately  15  years,  and  the  industry  is  changing  so  quickly.  Chair  Wald  recommended 
adopting  a  policy  to  not  allow  this  product  to  go  into  the  San  Francisco  landfill.  Deputy  Director 
Assmann  stated  that  if  an  extended  producer  responsibility  bill  is  passed  in  California,  this  would  be 
one  of  the  issues  that  could  be  addressed.  It  was  explained  that  work  is  being  done  to  introduce  a 
framework  bill  in  the  next  legislative  session  in  California. 
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Chair  Wald  inquired  about  preparing  local  producer  responsibility  legislation.  Deputy  Director  Assmann 
stated  that  you  could  have  local  legislation,  but  that  it  would  have  more  impact  at  the  state  level. 
Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  he  is  working  on  a  landfill  extension  agreement  now  and  that 
there  are  certain  things  that  they  want  to  keep  out  of  the  landfill,  which  this  item  could  be  part  of.  Dr. 
Geiger  stated  that  in  order  to  reach  the  zero  waste  goal  by  2020,  a  proposal  could  be  made  that  there 
would  be  no  additional  installations  after  2009  without  recyclability.  Chair  Wald  stated  that  we  should 
think  about  going  out  to  other  counties  as  this  is  not  a  problem  unique  to  San  Francisco.  It  was  also 
recommended  that  purchasers  organize  together  to  deliver  the  same  message  to  manufacturers.  Dr. 
Geiger  reported  that  he  is  a  member  of  the  Responsible  Purchasing  Network,  a  national  network,  and 
had  proposed  this  as  one  of  the  projects  to  work  on. 

Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  conclusions  that  had  been  made  were  that  there  was  nothing  serious  enough 
to  place  a  moratorium  on  this  product  as  a  product  category  because  there  are  clearly  defined 
quantified  benefits  and  there  was  also  a  lot  of  neighborhood  support.  The  question  is  what  level  of  un- 
qualified risk  should  there  be  to  offset  a  well  quantified  benefit  when  you  are  dealing  with  the 
Precautionary  Principle.  Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  one  of  the  Task  Force's  recommendations  includes 
the  need  for  monitoring.  Chair  Wald  stated  that  monitoring  is  not  enough,  and  that  a  criterion  has  to  be 
set  for  when  it  is  necessary  to  take  it  out  or  not  install  it.  It  was  recommended  that  this  product  be 
monitored  based  on  various  conditions,  e.g.  hot  weather.  Dr.  Geiger  explained  that  the  purpose  of 
monitoring  would  be  to  shape  future  purchases  and  not  so  much  for  ones  that  are  already  installed. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  part  of  the  site  selection  process  is  in  maximizing  environmental 
benefits  and  asked  how  that  would  be  reconciled  with  maximizing  recreational  benefits.  Dr.  Geiger 
explained  that  the  report  is  a  final  product,  and  that  there  was  limited  opportunity  to  make  revisions 
once  it  was  finalized  as  this  was  not  controlled  by  the  Department  of  the  Environment.  Commissioner 
Martin  inquired  about  the  lifespan  of  the  product.  Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  the  manufacturer's  life  span 
of  the  product  is  12  years;  but  that  the  typical  life  span  is  15  years.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that 
new  material  was  being  tested,  and  that  an  evaluation  should  be  done  on  material  that  has  been  in  use 
for  a  longer  time  period  as  it  is  likely  it  may  degrade  inherently  and  change  in  its  behavior.  Dr.  Geiger 
stated  that  it  would  depend  on  the  leachate  and  that  with  most  of  the  products,  it  may  become  less  toxic 
as  time  goes  on  because  in  the  surface  of  the  particles  the  hazardous  chemicals  may  already  be  gone. 

Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  shining  of  playfield  lights  caused  opposition  to  the  installations  as  well. 
Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  the  lighting  issue  could  be  addressed  as  a  lighting  ordinance 
that  comes  out  of  the  Dark  Skies  research.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  lighting  could  be 
set  up  as  directional.  Commissioner  Martin  concurred  that  directional  lighting  would  have  a  limited 
scope,  be  inexpensive,  and  would  have  a  wide  effect.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended  involving  the 
Dark  Skies  representatives  to  draft  an  ordinance  if  they  haven't  done  so  already  or  to  consult  with  other 
cities  on  their  efforts.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  Dark  Skies  Association  could  give  a 
presentation  on  light  pollution  from  streetlights  to  the  Committee.  Chair  Wald  recommended  that  the 
Department  of  Public  Health  do  a  study  on  light  pollution  and  health  issues. 

Dr.  Geiger  was  thanked  for  his  hard  work  on  this  issue  and  for  his  presentation. 

7.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  There  were  no  announcements  made  at  this  time. 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  he  would 
present  an  update  on  extended  producer  responsibility  at  the  November  7  Commission  retreat.  Vice- 
Chair  Gravanis  suggested  that  the  Committee  hold  a  discussion  at  their  November  meeting  on  the 
Hunters  Point  Naval  Shipyard  Candlestick  Point  agenda  item  because  she  had  heard  that  the  Draft 
Final  Sustainability  Plan  is  scheduled  to  be  presented  to  the  Hunters  Point  Citizens  Advisory 
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Committee  in  December.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended  inviting  a  representative  from  the 
Municipal  Transportation  Authority  to  talk  about  the  status  of  transportation  planning  and  for  ARUP  to 
present  a  status  report  on  the  biodiversity  section.  Chair  Wald  requested  a  discussion  on  (1)  the 
Sustainability  Plan  with  a  focus  on  biodiversity  and  transportation  and  (2)  the  Environmental  Impact 
Report.  Commissioners  agreed  to  reschedule  the  November  10  meeting  to  the  following  week  based 
on  Commissioners'  and  meeting  room  availability. 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

10.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:32  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the 
hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=61 005,  (3)  by  clicking 
on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at 
Monica. Fish(5)sfqov. org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  Explanatory  documents  that  are  received  after  posting  of  this  agenda  are 
available  on  the  website  or  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  the  contact  information  listed  above. 

Approved: 
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*The  Monday,  October  27,  2008,  5:00  p.m.  Policy  Committee  Regularly  Scheduled  Meeting  was 
RESCHEDULED  to  Monday,  October  20,  2008  at  5:00  p.m. 

COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  was  called  to  order  at  5:09  p.m.  Present: 
Chair  Wald,  Vice-Chair  Gravanis,  Commissioner  Martin 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  September  8,  2008  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Discussion 
and  Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  Martin  without 
objection,  the  September  8,  2008  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  (AYES:  Chair  Wald,  Vice-Chair 
Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin)  (Explanatory  Document:  September  8,  2008  Approved  Minutes 

http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=89101 ) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Urban  Environmental  Accord  Action  15.  Transportation.  Carbon  Credit  Program.  Current  Status 
on  the  Development  of  the  Carbon  Offset  Program.  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 
Speakers:  Cal  Broomhead,  Energy  Manager  and  Paul  Joyce,  Carbon  Offsets  Program  Manager, 
Energy  Section.  (Explanatory  Document:  Outline  of  SF  Carbon  Fund  Status  Update) 

Mr.  Joyce  presented  an  overview  of  the  San  Francisco  Local  Carbon  Offset  Program  that  was  created 
as  a  result  of  the  Mayor's  Executive  Directive  dated  December  18,  2007.  The  objectives  of  the 
Executive  Directive  are  to  (1)  develop  and  pilot  a  local  carbon  offset  program;  (2)  to  fund  carbon-offset 
activities  exclusively  within  San  Francisco's  boundaries;  (3)  in  the  pilot  phase,  City  departments  would 
purchase  carbon  offsets  when  employees  travel  by  airplanes,  and  (4)  the  pilot  phase  would  subsidize  a 
limited  set  of  projects  because  of  its  limited  scope  and  funds.  Mr.  Joyce  described  the  three  project 
types  that  include  (1)  biodiesel  refueling  station  per  gallon  subsidy;  (2)  contributions  to  the  Enterprise 
Green  Communities  Offset  Fund;  and  (3)  "geriatric  boiler"  replacement.  Next  steps  would  include 
finalizing  the  San  Francisco  Carbon  Fund  Offset  definition  and  project  protocols,  finalizing  biodiesel 
project  details,  finalizing  the  Green  Communities  agreement,  and  developing  a  City  employee  travel 
offset  process.  Additional  information  on  this  program  can  be  accessed  in  the  Outline  of  San  Francisco 
Carbon  Fund  Status  Update  explanatory  document. 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 


Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 
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Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  a  calculation  exists  for  how  many  air-travel  miles  are  being 
flown  by  City  employees.  Mr.  Joyce  reported  that  there  is  not  a  good  measure  available;  but  there  is  a 
calculation  based  on  the  total  City  travel  budget  that  he  had  engineered  a  ball-park  figure  from.  Deputy 
Director  Assmann  reported  that  he  is  working  with  the  Controller's  Office  to  determine  whether  air  travel 
can  be  separated  from  the  rest  of  travel  for  next  year's  budget. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  inquired  if  there  is  a  mechanism  for  reviewing  all  City  employee  travel  requests  in 
order  to  determine  which  travel  requests  are  necessary.  Mr.  Joyce  stated  that  because  the  carbon 
offset  program  would  be  expensive,  it  would  create  a  deterrent  by  the  fact  that  there  would  be 
additional  money  coming  out  of  the  travel  budget.  As  a  result,  there  would  be  less  money  for  travel  and 
more  scrutiny  by  department  heads  when  approving  travel. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  there  is  an  estimated  carbon  offset  amount  that  would  be  spent  for  any 
kind  of  trip.  Mr.  Joyce  reported  that  for  example,  a  trip  from  San  Francisco  to  New  York  is  a  total  of  a 
ton  of  carbon  offset  each  way  commercial,  so  at  our  prices  we  are  looking  at  $40  to  $50  a  ton  each 
way,  so  the  total  would  be  $80  to  $100  additional.  It  would  be  a  significant  deterrent. 

Chair  Wald  inquired  why  the  focus  is  on  City  employee  airline  travel  only.  Mr.  Broomhead  explained 
that  because  air  travel  is  not  yet  accounted  for  in  our  carbon  footprint,  it  is  a  good  way  of  bringing  it  into 
the  fold  and  would  be  easier  to  account  for  than  auto  travel.  Chair  Wald  inquired  whether  there  are 
project  goals  that  have  been  set  in  order  to  measure  success  of  projects,  e.g.  the  biodiesel  project  or 
purchasing  carbon  offsets  for  City  employee  airline  travel.  Mr.  Joyce  explained  that  a  measure  of 
success  for  the  biodiesel  subsidy  program  would  be  if  it  would  help  ensure  that  a  biodiesel  station  stay 
open  for  business.  Additional  biodiesel  stations  would  provide  easier  access  to  customers  and  would 
lead  to  more  interest  by  consumers. 

Commissioner  Martin  discussed  the  idea  of  additionality  for  the  biodiesel  project.  Mr.  Joyce  explained 
that  there  is  a  significant  chance  that  because  biodiesel  refueling  that  is  going  on  now  is  a  money  loser, 
the  station  could  fail  even  with  the  subsidy,  and  then  would  result  in  a  significant  case  for  additionality. 
The  subsidy  would  provide  a  better  but  not  guaranteed  chance  for  the  station's  success. 
Commissioner  Martin  inquired  why  a  private  auto  supplement  is  at  the  top  of  the  list  when  getting 
people  out  of  their  cars  by  supporting  bicycling  or  walking  should  be  a  higher  priority.  Mr.  Joyce 
reported  that  he  consulted  with  Climate  Trust  in  Oregon  who  reviewed  a  bicycling  project  and  it  is 
believed  that  the  metrics  are  immeasurable — there  is  no  mechanism  for  measuring  how  many  people 
replace  their  auto  travel  for  bicycle  travel  and  miles  measured  from  bicycling  versus  driving.  The 
measurement  would  be  based  on  word  of  mouth  which  is  not  always  accurate. 

Commissioner  Martin  suggested  providing  a  subsidy  to  outfits  that  support  bicyclists  instead  of 
bicyclists  themselves.  Mr.  Joyce  reported  that  those  programs  would  be  best  run  by  the  Department  of 
the  Environment  as  separate  programs  as  he  does  not  know  of  a  way  to  administer  it  as  a  carbon 
purchase.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  there  are  two  issues  with  bicycle  programs  that  are 
somewhat  problematic.  One  is  the  injunction  that  is  in  place  that  makes  it  hard  to  set  up  programs.  The 
second  is  that  there  is  the  issue  of  additionality  as  there  are  already  a  number  of  programs  that  are 
available  at  this  time.  There  was  just  an  approved  pre-tax  benefit  for  bicycles  that  will  be  heavily 
promoted.  A  project  would  have  to  be  identified  that  would  be  independent  of  those  projects  that  could 
show  additionality  and  could  be  measured.  It  is  easy  to  measure  gallons  of  biodiesel  sold,  and  much 
harder  to  measure  miles  traveled  by  bicycles. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  this  program  is  just  the  beginning  and  there  are  going  to  be 
many  of  these  projects.  It  was  explained  that  if  this  pilot  program  is  successful,  the  intent  is  to  expand  it 
in  a  way  to  not  only  offset  City  travel  but  to  ultimately  have  an  offset  program  for  the  community  to  buy 
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into  as  well.  Mr.  Broomhead  discussed  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  District's  interest  in  a  partnership  to 
buy  into  the  City's  carbon  fund. 

Chair  Wald  inquired  how  long  the  pilot  program  is  and  whether  there  is  a  process  to  work  on  additional 
projects  after  the  pilot.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  there  is  no  set  limit  and  would  want  it  up 
and  running  long  enough  to  be  evaluated,  to  see  if  it  works,  and  then  move  forward.  It  has  been  eight 
months  since  the  Executive  Order  was  issued.  Chair  Wald  asked  if  it  would  be  a  year  or  more.  Mr. 
Broomhead  said  it  is  possible  or  it  could  be  sooner.  Problems  if  any  would  have  to  be  resolved  and 
then  there  would  be  a  time  period  once  the  program  is  running  to  evaluate  its  success.  Chair  Wald 
encouraged  staff  to  think  about  how  to  identify  additional  projects  before  too  long  assuming  it  will  be  a 
successful  project  and  there  will  be  additional  funding.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  after  the  program 
is  running  for  several  months,  a  Request  for  Proposal(s)  could  be  worked  on.  Mr.  Joyce  explained  that 
the  boiler  replacement  project  would  have  great  benefits  for  reducing  our  carbon  footprint  and  could  be 
expanded  on  as  more  funding  becomes  available. 

Commissioner  Martin  discussed  a  potential  project  for  targeting  low  income  or  seniors  for  installation  of 
Energy  Star  appliances.  Mr.  Broomhead  explained  that  this  project  would  be  expensive  because  you 
are  creating  a  whole  delivery  system  and  you  are  not  leveraging  anything  existing.  Commissioner 
Martin  inquired  whether  city-owned  or  administered  housing  is  already  all  Energy  Star.  Mr.  Broomhead 
explained  that  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  did  some  installation  work  on  these  types 
of  units  about  four  or  five  years  ago  and  that  it  may  be  time  for  them  to  work  on  this  project  again. 
Commissioner  Martin  recommended  that  solar  installations  also  be  given  consideration.  Mr. 
Broomhead  reported  that  solar  is  very  expensive.  Mr.  Joyce  reported  that  he  had  held  discussions  with 
Grid  Alternatives  who  does  solar  installations  on  low-income  housing  and  it  was  explained  that  the 
hardest  part  is  not  financing  the  solar,  but  getting  the  property  owner  to  approve  the  installation 
because  people  do  not  want  to  deal  with  two  bills.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  Housing 
Authority.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  the  Housing  Authority  is  served  by  Hetch  Hetchy  power.  Mr. 
Joyce  explained  that  installing  solar  on  low-income  housing  would  make  sense  on  a  larger  scale. 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  offering  low-flow  toilets  and  Energy  Star  appliances  that  can  be 
picked  up  or  packaged  somehow  so  it  would  make  sense  in  terms  of  logistics.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated 
that  the  low-income  program  efficiency  field  is  a  very  complicated  area  and  is  in  the  Strategic  Plan  to 
work  on  in  the  next  year  or  two  because  more  funding  would  be  available  in  the  next  cycle.  Mr.  Joyce 
explained  that  is  the  kind  of  project  that  once  you  get  to  scale  you  could  make  an  additionality  argument 
for.  If  the  PUC  says  they  are  going  to  buy  another  3000  Energy  Star  refrigerators  and  we  can  provide 
carbon  money  to  make  it  accessible  through  either  delivery  or  another  means,  and  a  case  could  be 
made  that  delivery  would  be  the  only  way  people  would  agree,  it  could  be  written  off  as  a  carbon 
project. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  planting  trees  or  other  sequestration  plants.  Mr.  Broomhead 
explained  that  trees  are  approximately  $3000  a  ton  for  a  project.  It  was  stated  that  temperate  zone 
trees  don't  generate  a  lot  of  tons  and  there  are  other  issues  with  urban  trees.  Deputy  Director 
Assmann  stated  that  it  is  very  expensive  per  tree,  so  the  offsets  would  never  be  enough  to  cover  the 
cost.  It  is  an  incremental  benefit,  but  not  enough  to  run  a  program. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  she  thinks  these  are  excellent  pilot  projects  and  would  like  to  see  the 
data  once  it  comes  in  to  see  how  we  are  doing.  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  concurred  with  the  suggestion  to 
study  projects  that  can  reduce  vehicle  miles  traveled  whether  it  is  bicycle  related,  a  grocery  delivery 
project  that  prevents  people  from  driving  to  a  store,  or  any  other  relevant  project.  It  was  explained  that 
there  is  a  large  carbon  footprint  in  so  many  of  the  goods  that  are  delivered  and  that  there  should  be  a 
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way  to  provide  incentives  for  more  local  production,  manufacturing,  processing,  and  distribution  of 
these  products. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  inquired  about  the  timeline  for  the  next  steps.  Mr.  Joyce  reported  that  the  carbon 
fund  offset  definition  and  project  protocols  have  been  a  work  in  progress  all  year.  The  Department  of 
the  Environment  has  hired  a  new  Climate  Coordinator  who  would  be  working  on  this  program  and  it  is 
hoped  that  it  would  be  finalized  soon  after  she  gets  on  board.  The  biodiesel  project  is  going  on  right 
now— Deputy  Director  Assmann  is  working  on  the  payment  mechanism,  contracts,  and  agreements  and 
it  would  be  forwarded  to  the  City  Attorney's  Office  for  review.  The  verification  process  has  been 
mapped  out  and  the  collection  data  has  been  identified.  Mr.  Joyce  reported  that  there  is  a 
Memorandum  of  Understanding  that  has  been  drafted  for  the  green  communities  program,  and  it  is  now 
a  matter  of  finalizing  the  language  and  selecting  a  project.  There  may  be  a  project  that  is  slated  to  start 
in  December  or  another  one  in  January  or  February.   Deputy  Director  Assmann  is  working  with  the 
Controller's  Office  and  City  Attorney's  Office  on  the  offset  process.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated 
that  he  is  expected  to  receive  funding  this  year  and  would  be  able  to  write  it  into  the  next  fiscal  year's 
budget  process.  It  was  explained  that  funding  would  be  identified  for  the  projects  that  are  ready  to  go 
now  and  early  in  the  winter  and  spring. 

Chair  Wald  inquired  whether  there  is  any  way  to  subsidize  the  use  of  bike  messengers.  Mr.  Joyce 
stated  that  this  would  be  a  good  project  to  discuss  with  law  firms  because  they  deal  with  documents 
that  have  to  be  signed  and  delivered  on  a  daily  basis,  but  does  not  know  if  it  can  be  a  carbon  project. 
Mr.  Broomhead  explained  that  the  reason  the  bike  messengers  are  hurting  is  because  documents  can 
now  be  filed  and  signed  on  the  Internet.  With  this  type  of  program,  internet  and  not  auto  traffic  would 
be  displaced,  so  would  be  counterproductive  as  a  result.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  suggested 
consolidating  delivery  vehicles  because  there  are  so  many  delivery  vehicles  going  to  the  same  routes. 

Commissioners  requested  additional  information  on  the  programs  once  implementation  begins. 

5.  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  Measures  List  for  Rent  Capital  Cost  Pass  Through — 
Approval  of  Amendments  to  the  Measures  List.  (Explanatory  Document:  Energy  Conservation  and 
Renewable  Energy  Improvements  List)  (Discussion  and  Action)  SPEAKER:  Cal  Broomhead,  Energy 
Manager 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  the  Commission  in  2003  had  already  approved  an  amortization  period  for 
the  items  that  are  categorized  in  the  Qualified  Improvements  column  and  described  in  greater  detail  in 
the  Additional  Terms  of  Pass-through  column.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  the  Department  is 
requesting  another  approval  because  this  list  was  never  forwarded  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
because  of  Rent  Board  issues.  The  Rent  Board  is  now  ready  to  bring  the  list  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  for  approval  and  they  had  inquired  whether  any  amendments  should  be  made  to  the  list. 
Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  the  Amortization  Period  column  on  the  far  right  reflects  what  is  now  being 
recommended  and  the  Amortization  Period  column  to  the  left  of  the  far  right  column  reflects  what  was 
recommended  in  2003.  It  was  explained  that  the  City  Attorney's  office  stated  that  the  Department 
would  need  Department  and  Commission  approval  in  order  to  bring  this  new  set  of  amortization  periods 
to  the  Board. 

Mr.  Broomhead  discussed  the  benefits  of  solar  installations  in  multi-tenant  buildings  to  landlords  in  that 
instead  of  having  tenants  pay  $100  directly  to  PG&E,  that  amount  could  go  directly  to  paying  for  a 
capital  improvement  to  a  building  and  make  it  more  valuable.  In  order  for  the  solar  installation  to  meet 
the  requirements  of  what  is  being  proposed,  it  has  to  benefit  the  tenant's  unit  which  is  more  likely  to  be 
through  solar  water  heating  to  the  boiler. 
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Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  it  is  legal  for  a  landlord  to  charge  a  tenant  for  electricity  use 
directly.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated  they  could  not  unless  the  unit  was  individually  metered.  In  order  to  do 
so,  the  landlord  would  have  to  install  a  photovoltaic  system  that  would  go  to  the  tenant's  meter,  and  the 
landlord  could  then  bill  them  for  capital  cost  pass-through.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  would 
not  like  to  penalize  someone  that  is  conservative  in  their  energy  use  as  it  would  not  incentivize 
conservation.  It  was  explained  that  tenants  can  go  to  the  Rent  Board  to  contest  a  pass-through  if  they 
feel  it  is  not  worth  it  to  them. 

Chair  Wald  inquired  about  allowing  for  tankless  water  heaters.  Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  tankless 
water  heater  efficiency  is  dependent  on  building  particulars  and  is  not  cost  effective  in  all  cases.  If  you 
have  high  usage  and  the  building  has  a  tight  plumbing  tree,  the  savings  is  going  to  be  small;  if  you  have 
low  usage  it  could  work  depending  on  the  cost  of  installation.  It  was  explained  that  tanks  really  work 
when  the  water  heater  is  next  to  an  exterior  wall. 

Chair  Wald  recommended  reviewing  new  items  that  could  be  added  to  the  list.  Commissioner  Martin 
asked  whether  it  would  be  possible  to  include  a  wild  card  category  so  that  landlords  could  present  an 
option  that  would  make  sense  for  their  specific  building.  Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  he  does  not  know 
whether  it  is  allowed  by  the  Rent  Board  laws  or  not.  There  were  a  number  of  items  that  were  so 
inexpensive  to  install  that  the  Rent  Board  did  not  want  them  on  the  list  because  it  did  not  make  sense. 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  generally  landlords  do  not  like  this  process  at  the  Rent  Board  and 
explained  barriers  they  face  when  making  improvements  to  occupied  units,  e.g.  tenants  unhappy  with 
improvements  that  were  made.  Chair  Wald  recommended  finding  a  way  to  encourage  the  landlords  to 
do  more  of  these  items  when  their  apartments  are  vacant  so  that  it  could  go  into  the  apartment  offset. 
Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  there  is  a  multi-family  incentive  program  being  offered  to  do  many  of  these 
projects  and  more.  Chair  Wald  recommended  adding  a  carbon  calculator  to  the  Department's  website 
showing  what  the  Department  is  doing  to  offset  carbon  and  adding  a  way  for  people  to  calculate  their 
carbon  savings. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  there  was  a  way  that  renters  can  participate  in  this  process  so 
they  can  initiate  changes  that  can  stay  with  the  building,  e.g.,  change  out  the  refrigerator  to  a  smaller, 
more  efficient  one.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  there  are  renters  that  would  like  to  utilize  more 
conservation  methods  but  feel  powerless.  Mr.  Broomhead  explained  that  if  it  is  the  renter's  refrigerator 
and  not  the  landlords,  it  can  be  done;  otherwise,  they  would  have  to  talk  to  the  landlord.  Commissioner 
Martin  suggested  developing  a  system  for  renters  to  participate  in.  Mr.  Broomhead  explained  that  this 
program  has  not  been  set  up  in  that  way. 

Chair  Wald  recommended  issuing  local  certificates  for  apartments  where  these  improvements  have 
been  made  so  that  it  can  be  used  as  an  advertising  tool  in  renting  apartments.  Mr.  Broomhead 
reported  that  an  effort  is  being  made  to  upgrade  the  Residential  Energy  Conservation  Ordinance. 
Commissioner  Martin  recommended  that  a  freezer  be  an  optional  item  for  an  apartment  since  it  is  a 
huge  energy  consumer.  It  was  explained  that  some  apartments  are  equipped  with  a  large  refrigerator 
and  very  few  people  are  residing  in  the  apartment,  so  smaller  appliances  should  be  offered  for  those 
types  of  units.  So  if  the  appliance  is  not  an  Energy  Star  appliance,  it  should  be  appropriately  sized.  Mr. 
Broomhead  explained  that  a  change  of  occupancy  would  change  requirements,  but  would  look  into 
standard  refrigerator  sizes  for  apartment  units. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  asked  if  newly  constructed  apartment  buildings  must  have  separate  meters  for  gas 
and  electricity.  Mr.  Broomhead  explained  that  electricity  is  individually  metered.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis 
recommended  studying  what  can  be  done  for  future  projects,  especially  large-scale  projects.  Chair 
Wald  recommended  adding  extra  LEED  points  to  incentivize.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended 
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separate  metering  and  separate  billing  for  every  utility  for  every  unit  to  give  an  incentive  that  is  more 
meaningful  for  conservation  than  many  of  these  other  efficiency  technologies  that  people  have  ways  to 
go  around. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin  and  second  by  Chair  Wald,  the  Energy  Efficiency  and 
Renewable  Energy  Measures  List  was  approved  for  recommendation  to  the  Commission  without 
objection  (AYES:  Chair  Wald,  Vice-Chair  Gravanis,  and  Commissioner  Martin).  Mr.  Broomhead 
reported  that  he  would  research  the  previous  list  for  items  that  may  have  dropped  off  or  to  see  if 
anything  had  been  missed  and  would  present  it  to  the  full  Commission  for  approval  at  their  October  30th 
meeting. 

6.  Update  on  Synthetic  Playfields  Task  Force  Findings.  (Explanatory  Document:  Recreation  and  Park 

Department  Synthetic  Playfields  Taskforce  Findings  and  Department  Recommendations)  (Informational  Report  and  DiSCUSSion) 

SPEAKER:  Chris  Geiger,  Ph.D.,  Integrated  Pest  Management  (IPM)  and  Green  Purchasing  Program 
Manager 

Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  there  had  been  public  concern  and  uproar  about  synthetic  playfield 
installations  that  had  been  voiced  during  Integrated  Pest  Management  conferences,  and  there  had  also 
been  strong  neighborhood  support.  The  Recreation  and  Park  Department,  who  is  the  lead  on  this 
project,  had  created  a  Task  Force  that  included  representatives  from  different  interests  to  review  public 
concerns  and  provide  findings  to  the  department.  The  Task  Force  held  well  attended  meetings  from 
January  -  May  2008  and  prepared  a  document  of  recommendations  for  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department.  The  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  has  approved  the  Task  Force's  findings  and 
recommendations  that  can  be  accessed  in  the  Explanatory  Document:  Recreation  and  Park  Department  Synthetic 

Playfields  Taskforce  Findings  and  Department  Recommendations  and  has  approved  the  draft  Criteria.  The  timeline  is  that 

they  have  until  the  end  of  November  to  finalize  the  criteria  and  the  work  plan  for  new  installations. 

Dr.  Geiger  explained  that  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  is  receiving  funding  from  the  Fields 
Foundation  to  install  the  turf  in  playfields  which  is  an  added  benefit  for  the  department.  There  is  a  huge 
demand  for  recreational  fields  in  San  Francisco  and  some  teams  have  to  play  in  Marin  and  the  East 
Bay  because  of  a  lack  of  availability.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  because  of  a  lack  of  long-term  life  cycle 
data  it  was  difficult  to  make  an  educated  decision  on  this  product. 

Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  one  of  the  concerns  was  the  possibility  of  the  product  containing  toxics. 
Stakeholders  from  the  Department  of  Public  Health  and  the  Department  of  the  Environment  concluded 
that  there  was  no  toxics  "smoking  gun"  that  was  serious  enough  to  require  a  moratorium  on  all 
installations.  Lead  was  detected  in  one  of  the  products  tested,  and  the  Center  for  Environmental  Health 
found  it  in  considerably  higher  levels  in  residential  synthetic  turf.  However,  the  good  news  was  that  it 
was  found  in  only  one  of  the  products,  was  used  as  a  color  fixative  embedded  in  the  plastic  so 
exposure  was  not  likely,  and  most  importantly  the  City  can  simply  avoid  buying  products  that  contain 
lead. 

Dr.  Geiger  explained  that  the  Department  became  interested  in  the  subject  because  an  intern  had 
found  that  this  is  a  huge  and  expanding  industry,  yet  it  is  difficult  to  compare  its  long-term  costs  and 
benefits  with  natural  turf.  The  industry  is  booming  because  school  districts  and  local  programs  are 
finding  they  can  save  on  maintenance  dollars  by  installing  synthetic  playfields.  There  is  also  a  new 
generation  of  the  product  that  is  much  more  realistic  than  the  carpet  astro  turf  and  is  nice  to  run  on. 
Potential  benefits  of  artificial  turf  include  savings  in  maintenance,  water,  petroleum  for  mowing,  and 
pesticide  use,  although  it  is  not  pesticide  free.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  strict  criteria  need  to  be  in  place  for 
artificial  turf  installations--we  would  not  want  to  cover  the  entire  City's  grass  with  plastic  simply  because 
it  is  cheaper  for  maintenance,  Mr.  Broomhead  stated  that  there  are  also  savings  on  injuries.  Dr. 
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Geiger  explained  that  there  is  controversy  on  this  issue  because  the  friction  is  different  on  artificial  turf 
so  there  are  increases  in  some  kind  of  injuries,  e.g.  twisting. 

Mr.  Broomhead  reported  that  he  had  attended  West  Coast  Green  where  someone  had  presented  his 
green  house  and  showed  an  installation  of  artificial  turf  as  a  water  saving  technique.  Dr.  Geiger  stated 
that  the  Santa  Clara  Water  District  is  telling  residents  to  install  artificial  turf  as  a  water-saving  technique 
also— an  example  of  not  thinking  about  the  big  picture.  Commissioner  Martin  discussed  the  idea  of 
replacing  what  was  generic  habitat  with  real  plants  around  the  perimeter  or  to  one  side,  which  was 
addressed  as  part  of  the  report's  recommendations. 

Dr.  Geiger  discussed  long-term  questions  considered  such  as  (1)  lack  of  recyclability — which  relates  to 
the  climate  footprint;  and  (2)  its  potential  for  toxic  leaching.  Synthetic  playfields  would  be  a  great 
example  of  something  that  needs  a  life  cycle  analysis,  but  resources  are  not  yet  available.  It  was 
explained  that  a  life  cycle  analysis  could  cost  approximately  $100,000.00.  The  analysis  would  include 
comparing  this  product  with  different  available  products  and  regional  turf  systems.  A  consultant  had 
reviewed  the  toxic  elements  to  see  if  there  are  brominated  flame  retardants  in  these  products,  which 
have  the  potential  of  becoming  a  hazardous  waste  in  a  couple  of  years.  These  chemicals  were  not 
found  in  significant  quantities.  Dr.  Geiger  stated  that  he  would  be  keeping  track  of  results  from  studies 
that  are  underway  that  could  provide  additional  information. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  it  might  make  sense  to  do  a  life  cycle  analysis  even  after 
installation  for  future  consideration.  Dr.  Geiger  asked  who  would  provide  the  funding  for  the  analysis. 
Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  manufacturer  should  pay  for  it  but  should  not  control  it. 
Commissioner  Martin  suggested  that  City  Fields  could  promote  a  life  cycle  analysis.  Dr.  Geiger  stated 
there  was  a  discussion  on  this  possibility,  but  no  conclusion.  Chair  Wald  recommended  that  after  a  set 
date,  to  say  that  we  are  not  buying  any  turf  without  a  life  cycle  analysis  done  by  an  independent  third 
party  and  paid  for  by  the  manufacturer. 

Chair  Wald  recommended  thinking  about  how  to  amend  the  Precautionary  Principle  in  order  to  require 
life  cycle  analyses  under  certain  circumstances.  It  would  ensure  that  when  similar  products  are  being 
bought,  used,  or  installed,  there  would  be  an  enforcement  mechanism  that  would  require  that  certain 
information  be  made  available  before  moving  forward.  Dr.  Geiger  explained  that  a  life  cycle  analysis  is 
one  of  the  principles  already,  but  that  the  problem  is  that  there  is  no  boundary  between  the  kinds  of 
products  where  they  can  be  used  and  be  feasible  and  those  where  they  can't.  There  are  a  lot  of 
products  where  one  tiny  part  changes,  which  would  change  the  life  cycle  analysis,  and  an  alternative 
analysis  would  have  to  be  done. 

Chair  Wald  recommended  identifying  a  way  to  recycle  the  product  into  the  same  product.  Deputy 
Director  Assmann  stated  that  historically,  plastic  recycling  has  not  been  economical  and  a  system  has 
not  been  set  up,  which  is  why  there  was  such  a  problem  with  plastic  bags.  Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  two 
manufacturers  were  interested  in  recycling  and  one  was  taking  steps  in  that  direction,  and  that  dialogue 
has  been  started  with  the  industry.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  product  could  end  up  in 
the  landfill.  Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  an  effort  is  being  made  to  develop  contract  language  that  would 
encourage  or  require  the  producer  to  take  it  back  at  the  end  of  its  useful  life,  but  the  problem  is  that  it 
would  be  in  approximately  15  years,  and  the  industry  is  changing  so  quickly.  Chair  Wald  recommended 
adopting  a  policy  to  not  allow  this  product  to  go  into  the  San  Francisco  landfill.  Deputy  Director 
Assmann  stated  that  if  an  extended  producer  responsibility  bill  is  passed  in  California,  this  would  be 
one  of  the  issues  that  could  be  addressed.   It  was  explained  that  work  is  being  done  to  introduce  a 
framework  bill  in  the  next  legislative  session  in  California. 
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Chair  Wald  inquired  about  preparing  local  producer  responsibility  legislation.  Deputy  Director  Assmann 
stated  that  you  could  have  local  legislation,  but  that  it  would  have  more  impact  at  the  state  level. 
Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  he  is  working  on  a  landfill  extension  agreement  now  and  that 
there  are  certain  things  that  they  want  to  keep  out  of  the  landfill,  which  this  item  could  be  part  of.  Dr. 
Geiger  stated  that  in  order  to  reach  the  zero  waste  goal  by  2020,  a  proposal  could  be  made  that  there 
would  be  no  additional  installations  after  2009  without  recyclability.  Chair  Wald  stated  that  we  should 
think  about  going  out  to  other  counties  as  this  is  not  a  problem  unique  to  San  Francisco.  It  was  also 
recommended  that  purchasers  organize  together  to  deliver  the  same  message  to  manufacturers.  Dr. 
Geiger  reported  that  he  is  a  member  of  the  Responsible  Purchasing  Network,  a  national  network,  and 
had  proposed  this  as  one  of  the  projects  to  work  on. 

Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  conclusions  that  had  been  made  were  that  there  was  nothing  serious  enough 
to  place  a  moratorium  on  this  product  as  a  product  category  because  there  are  clearly  defined 
quantified  benefits  and  there  was  also  a  lot  of  neighborhood  support.  The  question  is  what  level  of  un- 
qualified risk  should  there  be  to  offset  a  well  quantified  benefit  when  you  are  dealing  with  the 
Precautionary  Principle.  Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  one  of  the  Task  Force's  recommendations  includes 
the  need  for  monitoring.  Chair  Wald  stated  that  monitoring  is  not  enough,  and  that  a  criterion  has  to  be 
set  for  when  it  is  necessary  to  take  it  out  or  not  install  it.  It  was  recommended  that  this  product  be 
monitored  based  on  various  conditions,  e.g.  hot  weather.  Dr.  Geiger  explained  that  the  purpose  of 
monitoring  would  be  to  shape  future  purchases  and  not  so  much  for  ones  that  are  already  installed. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  part  of  the  site  selection  process  is  in  maximizing  environmental 
benefits  and  asked  how  that  would  be  reconciled  with  maximizing  recreational  benefits.  Dr.  Geiger 
explained  that  the  report  is  a  final  product,  and  that  there  was  limited  opportunity  to  make  revisions 
once  it  was  finalized  as  this  was  not  controlled  by  the  Department  of  the  Environment.  Commissioner 
Martin  inquired  about  the  lifespan  of  the  product.  Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  the  manufacturer's  life  span 
of  the  product  is  12  years;  but  that  the  typical  life  span  is  15  years.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that 
new  material  was  being  tested,  and  that  an  evaluation  should  be  done  on  material  that  has  been  in  use 
for  a  longer  time  period  as  it  is  likely  it  may  degrade  inherently  and  change  in  its  behavior.  Dr.  Geiger 
stated  that  it  would  depend  on  the  leachate  and  that  with  most  of  the  products,  it  may  become  less  toxic 
as  time  goes  on  because  in  the  surface  of  the  particles  the  hazardous  chemicals  may  already  be  gone. 

Dr.  Geiger  reported  that  shining  of  playfield  lights  caused  opposition  to  the  installations  as  well. 
Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  the  lighting  issue  could  be  addressed  as  a  lighting  ordinance 
that  comes  out  of  the  Dark  Skies  research.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  lighting  could  be 
set  up  as  directional.  Commissioner  Martin  concurred  that  directional  lighting  would  have  a  limited 
scope,  be  inexpensive,  and  would  have  a  wide  effect.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended  involving  the 
Dark  Skies  representatives  to  draft  an  ordinance  if  they  haven't  done  so  already  or  to  consult  with  other 
cities  on  their  efforts.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  Dark  Skies  Association  could  give  a 
presentation  on  light  pollution  from  streetlights  to  the  Committee.  Chair  Wald  recommended  that  the 
Department  of  Public  Health  do  a  study  on  light  pollution  and  health  issues. 

Dr.  Geiger  was  thanked  for  his  hard  work  on  this  issue  and  for  his  presentation. 

7.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  There  were  no  announcements  made  at  this  time. 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  he  would 
present  an  update  on  extended  producer  responsibility  at  the  November  7  Commission  retreat.  Vice- 
Chair  Gravanis  suggested  that  the  Committee  hold  a  discussion  at  their  November  meeting  on  the 
Hunters  Point  Naval  Shipyard  Candlestick  Point  agenda  item  because  she  had  heard  that  the  Draft 
Final  Sustainability  Plan  is  scheduled  to  be  presented  to  the  Hunters  Point  Citizens  Advisory 
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Committee  in  December.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended  inviting  a  representative  from  the 
Municipal  Transportation  Authority  to  talk  about  the  status  of  transportation  planning  and  for  ARUP  to 
present  a  status  report  on  the  biodiversity  section.  Chair  Wald  requested  a  discussion  on  (1)  the 
Sustainability  Plan  with  a  focus  on  biodiversity  and  transportation  and  (2)  the  Environmental  Impact 
Report.  Commissioners  agreed  to  reschedule  the  November  10  meeting  to  the  following  week  based 
on  Commissioners'  and  meeting  room  availability. 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

10.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:32  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the 
hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting.asp?id=61005,  (3)  by  clicking 
on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at 
Monica. Fish(5)sfqov. org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  Explanatory  documents  that  are  received  after  posting  of  this  agenda  are 
available  on  the  website  or  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  the  contact  information  listed  above. 


'Approved:  November  18,  2008 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
POLICY  COMMITTEE 

3.7< 

RESCHEDULED  MEETING  NOTICE 
MONDAY,  NOVEMBER  10,  2008 
CITY  HALL,  ROOM  421 

COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioner  Johanna  Wald  (Chair), 
Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair);  Commissioner  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 


The  MONDAY,  November  10,  2008,  5:00  p.m.  Regularly  Scheduled  Meeting  of 
the  Commission  on  the  Environment's  Policy  Committee  has  been 
RESCHEDULED  to  Tuesday,  NOVEMBER  18,  2008,  at  5:00  p.m.  The  meeting 
will  be  held  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  Eco- 
Center,  San  Francisco.  CA.  An  agenda  will  be  provided  72  hours  prior  to  the 
meeting.  Please  contact  the  Department  of  the  Environment  Commission 
Secretary,  Monica  Fish,  at  41 5-355-3709  or  Monica.Fish@sfqov.org  if  you  would 
like  to  be  placed  on  the  agenda  list.  An  agenda  may  also  be  accessed  on  the 
Policy  Committee  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting. asp?id=61 005. 

Posted:  October  30,  2008 
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*NOTICE  OF  RESCHEDULED  MEETING  AND  AGENDA 
From  Monday,  November  10,  2008  to  Tuesday,  November  18,  2008,  5:00  P.M. 
Department  of  the  Environment,  Eco-Center 
11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


The  Monday,  November  10,  2008,  5:00  p.m.  Policy  Committee's  Regularly  Scheduled  Meeting  at  City  Hall, 
Room  421,  has  been  RESCHEDULED  to  Tuesday,  November  18,  2008  at  5:00  p.m.  and  will  be  held  at  the 
Department  of  the  Environment,  Eco-Center,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA. 

COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice  Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1 .  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  October  20,  2008  Policy  Committee  Rescheduled  Meeting. 

(Explanatory  Document:  October  20,  2008  Draft  Minutes  http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  page.asp?id=92322) 
(Discussion  and  Action) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

4.  Hunters  Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point  Integrated  Development  Project.  (Informational 
Presentation  and  Discussion)  Speaker:  Ms.  Tiffany  Bohee,  Project  Manager,  Office  of  Economic  and 
Workforce  Development 

•  Status  Update  on  the  Environmental  Impact  Report.  Speaker:  Mr.  Stanley  Muraoka,  Environmental 
Review  Officer,  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 

•  Status  Update  on  the  Sustainability  Plan.  Speakers:  Ms.  Jean  Rogers  and  Mr.  Brian  Renehan, 


•    Presentation  and  Discussion  on  the  Habitat  and  Biodiversity  Plan  of  the  Sustainability  Plan. 
Speaker:  Mr.  Steve  Rottenborn,  HT  Harvey 

5.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

6.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

7.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

8.  Adjournment. 
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Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  ,  (3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4) 
upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  41 5-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish(a)sfgov.org  within  three 
business  days  of  a  meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda  have  been  distributed  to  the  Commission  Policy 
Committee  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are  available  for  public  inspection  at  the  Department  of  the 
Environment,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  during  normal  office  hours  or  will  be  made  available  at  the  meeting  website 
link  Policy  Committee's  website  as  links  to  the  agenda  or  meeting  minutes  (by  item). 
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Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 
may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 
by  the  public  will  exceed  1 5  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 
applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 

to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 ,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Sa 
Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the 
Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and 
the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI 
accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall  be 
4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meeting 
a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to 
make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 


En  v 


In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (41 5)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Jr.,  Sunshine  Task  Force 
Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724; 
Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf@sfqov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine 
Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfqov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112;  web  site  atwww.sfgov.org/ethics. 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin,  written  comments 
regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  1 1  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which  cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission 
Secretary  by  that  time,  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above.  When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please 
photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of 
handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary  and  the  public. 

Posted:  November  13,  2008 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
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'RESCHEDULED  MEETING 
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DRAFT  MINUTES 


DEC  -  3  2008 


Tuesday,  November  18,  2008,  5:00  P.M. 
Department  of  the  Environment 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


1 1  Grove  Street  Eco-Center 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


"The  Monday,  November  10,  2008,  5:00  p.m.  Policy  Committee  Regularly  Scheduled  Meeting  at  City  Hall, 
Room  421  was  RESCHEDULED  to  Tuesday,  November  18,  2008  at  5:00  p.m.  at  the  Department  of  the 
Environment,  1 1  Grove  Street,  Eco  Center. 

30MMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting 
convened  at  5:05  p.m.  Present:  Chair  Wald,  Commissioners  Gravanis  and  Martin. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  October  20,  2008  Policy  Committee  Rescheduled  Meeting. 

(Discussion  and  Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  Martin,  the 
October  20,  2008  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (Explanatory  Document:  October 
20,  2008  Draft  Minutes  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=92322). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Hunters  Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point  Integrated  Development  Project.  (Informational 
Presentation  and  Discussion)  Speaker:  Ms.  Tiffany  Bohee,  Project  Manager,  Office  of  Economic  and 
Workforce  Development 

•  Status  Update  on  the  Environmental  Impact  Report.  Speaker:,  Ms.  Joy  Navarette,  Environmental 
Review  Officer,  Planning  Department 

•  Status  Update  on  the  Sustainability  Plan.  Speakers:  Ms.  Jean  Rogers  and  Mr.  Brian  Renehan, 


•    Presentation  and  Discussion  on  the  Habitat  and  Biodiversity  Plan  of  the  Sustainability  Plan. 
Speaker:  Mr.  Steve  Rottenborn,  HT  Harvey 

Ms.  Bohee  reported  on  work  that  is  being  accomplished  on  the  overall  plan  through  the  Mayor's  Office 
and  Lennar,  and  through  input  from  the  Bayview  community,  the  Shipyard  Community  Advisory 
Committee,  the  Bayview  Project  Area  Committee,  and  various  neighborhood  groups.  It  was  stated  that 
community  meetings  and  workshops  have  been  held,  and  all  the  input  has  culminated  into  the  Urban 
Design  Plan,  a  vision  and  conceptual  framework  for  what  the  project  will  be  (Explanatory  Document: 
Urban  Design  Plan  (PDF)  http://oewd.orq/media/docs/Hunters%20Point%20shipvard- 

candiestick%20Point%2ourban%20Design%20Pian.pdf ).  Ms.  Bohee  explained  that  the  plan  that  would  be  used  to 
create  the  basis  for  design  and  development  was  distributed  to  the  PAC,  the  CAC,  is  on  the  website, 
and  had  been  distributed  to  City  staff  at  the  end  of  September.  Work  will  be  done  with  City  staff  and  the 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 


Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 
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community  so  that  the  visionary  document  can  be  transformed  into  a  control  document  that  will  guide 
the  development.  Ms.  Bohee  reported  on  work  being  done  on  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  and 
the  process  for  receiving  final  approvals  on  the  Financing  Plan. 

Ms.  Joy  Navarrete,  Senior  Environmental  Planner,  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  reported  that 
she  is  working  on  the  CEQA  portion  of  the  project  and  discussed  the  status  of  the  environmental 
document.  It  was  explained  that  a  Notice  of  Preparation  and  public  scoping  meetings  have  been  held 
to  hear  community  concerns.  Ms.  Navarrete  stated  that  work  has  been  done  on  a  lot  of  the  background 
studies,  and  that  coordinating  technical  studies  (on  cultural  resources,  transportation  and  circulation, 
noise,  air  quality,  greenhouse  gas  emissions,  wind  analysis,  shadows,  biological  resources,  hydrology 
and  water,  hazardous  materials,  etc.)  would  take  a  lot  of  detailed  work  since  it  is  a  large  project.  It  was 
explained  that  every  CEQA  section  would  be  analyzed.  The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR) 
is  proposed  for  publication  in  March  of  2009  and  depending  on  the  number  of  comments  received,  EIR 
certification  could  be  scheduled  for  October  of  2009.  Ms.  Navarrete  reported  that  the  Draft  EIR  would 
require  a  45-day  review  period  and  hearings  would  be  held  at  the  Planning  Commission  and 
Redevelopment  Agency. 

Ms.  Therese  Brekke  reported  that  she  manages  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA) 
process  for  Lennar  and  introduced  Mr.  Steve  Rottenborn,  HT  Harvey  and  Associates,  who  has  been 
working  with  Lennar  on  this  project  and  would  be  speaking  on  the  biological  aspects  of  the  project. 

Mr.  Steve  Rottenborn,  Ecological  Consultant,  HT  Harvey  and  Associates,  explained  that  his 
organization  would  be  providing  the  project  team  advice  about  biodiversity  and  habitat  issues.  It  was 
explained  that  the  Sustainability  Plan  has  three  main  habitat  and  biodiversity  goals  (1)  protect  and 
enhance  existing  areas  of  habitat  value;  (2)  protect  existing  wildlife  species  on  the  site;  and  (3)  create 
new  wildlife  habitat  areas  as  the  project  is  designed  and  constructed.  A  number  of  studies  have  been 
conducted  on  the  biological  aspect  of  this  area  that  information  was  derived  from.  The  one  that 
provided  the  most  data  was  conducted  in  conjunction  with  LSA,  the  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society,  and 
Literacy  for  Environmental  Justice.  A  presentation  was  given  on  topics  that  include  (1 )  existing 
biological  conditions  on  Candlestick  Point,  South  Basin,  and  Yosemite  Slough;  (2)  approaches  to 
protect  existing  habitats  and  species  and  enhance  biodiversity;  and  (3)  proposed  habitat  and 
biodiversity  strategies.  The  Explanatory  Document  presentation  titled  Candlestick  Point  Hunters  Point 
Shipyard  Habitat  and  Biodiversity  can  be  accessed  for  additional  information  (PPT) 

http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/iTieetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/Biodiversitvpreseritatiori.ppt. 

Ms.  Jean  Rogers,  Principal,  ARUP,  reported  that  they  are  in  the  process  of  finalizing  the  Draft 
Sustainability  Plan  in  mid-December.  A  presentation  was  given  on  topics  that  include:  (Explanatory 
Document:  A  Sustainable  Future  for  Candlestick  Point  and  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  (PPT) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/ARUPPresentation.ppt. 

•  Current  Activities:  Stakeholder  engagement  to  help  shape  strategies  into  the  plan — holding 
meetings  with  City  agencies  and  Commissions  and  presenting  ideas  and  receiving  feedback 
from  community  groups  and  stakeholders. 

•  How  the  Plan  addresses  public  concerns  such  as  environmental  justice  and  public  health, 
wastewater  treatment  strategy,  and  affordability. 

•  Dry  and  Wet  Weather  Existing  and  Proposed  Capacity/Condition  at  the  Southeast  Wastewater 
Treatment  Plant. 

•  Cost  Savings  and  Affordability  Measures  through  energy  and  efficiency  measures,  recycled 
water,  and  automated  waste  collection  system. 

•  How  the  Plan  addresses  City  concerns  through  clean  energy,  storm  water  and  transportation 
management  measures. 

•  Direct  heating  and  cooling. 
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•  Low  Impact  Development  Storm  water  Best  Management  Practices. 

•  Sustainable  Transport:  bikeways,  pedestrian  mobility. 

•  Transportation  Modal  Shifts  and  Targets. 

•  Carbon  Footprint  Reduction  goals  in  order  to  meet  City's  two  ton  reduction  goals. 

•  Targeted  Sustainability  Achievements. 

•  Needs  from  partners  in  order  to  achieve  goals  on  waste  management,  district  energy  and 
photovoltaics,  waste  water  and  transportation. 

•  Next  steps. 

Commissioners  and  the  project  team  discussed  the  integration  between  the  Sustainability  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Report.  Ms.  Rogers  explained  that  the  EIR  is  looking  at  ways  to  mitigate 
negative  impacts  and  the  Sustainability  Plan  is  looking  at  how  the  project  can  be  most  sustainable 
and  to  accelerate  positive  impacts.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  the  CEQA  process  requires 
analysis  of  alternatives.  Chair  Wald  and  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended  studying  alternatives  to 
the  bridge  that  were  recommended  by  the  community.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  requested  that  the 
presentations  not  be  printed  on  a  black  background  in  order  to  save  on  ink  and  to  leave  room  for 
notes  and  to  include  page  numbers.  It  was  also  requested  that  explanatory  documents  be  provided 
to  Commissioners  before  the  meeting  to  allow  for  time  to  review. 

Commissioner  Martin  (1)  recommended  that  consideration  be  given  to  an  emergency  potable  water 
supply  and  other  emergency  access  measures;  (2)  stated  that  minimal  bicycle  parking  facilities  would 
lead  to  greater  bicycle  use  and  recommended  increasing  the  3%  project  travel  behavior  modal  goal 
for  bicycle  travel;  (3)  on  the  topic  of  use  of  the  bay  water  as  a  heat  pump — inquired  whether  there  is  a 
modal  impact  to  the  temperatures  of  water  and  whether  there  is  a  Plan  B.  Mr.  Renehan  discussed 
the  feasibility  of  geothermal,  that  it  would  be  considered,  but  indicated  that  solar  thermal  is  the  first 
priority. 

Chair  Wald  inquired  about  the  nonbinding  endorsement  idea.  Mr.  Stephen  Proud,  Project  Manager 
with  Lennar,  discussed  how  the  financing  would  be  approached  for  the  project.  It  was  explained  that 
all  of  the  plans  would  be  taken  through  the  community  process,  starting  with  Urban  Design,  then 
Sustainability,  then  Transportation.  All  the  draft  plans  would  be  subject  to  review  and  refinement  until 
the  Development  and  Disposition  Plan  is  presented  to  lock  all  commitments.  Chair  Wald  stated  that 
she  is  worried  that  we  will  get  so  invested  in  ideas  that  it  will  be  hard  to  change  them  no  matter  what 
the  results  of  the  EIR  are,  which  is  the  risk  of  the  endorsement  process.  People  would  be  asked  to 
buy  into  something  without  knowing  what  the  EIR  results  will  be.  Ms.  Brekke  explained  that  there  are 
experts  providing  input  in  each  area  that  would  be  incorporated  throughout  the  process. 

Vice  Chair  Gravanis  inquired  about  the  predictability  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities 
Commission's  involvement  in  the  recycled  water  project  and  whether  a  cost  benefit  analysis  had  been 
prepared.  Commissioner  Gravanis  recommended  that  commitments  from  other  agencies  be  attained 
sooner  rather  than  later  in  the  process. 

Chair  Wald  recommended  looking  at  past  Christmas  bird  counts  in  order  to  get  more  accurate 
information  on  the  bird  population  in  the  area.  On  the  Biodiversity  Plan,  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  (1 ) 
recommended  making  conditions  more  desirable  for  the  burrowing  owl  so  they  can  return  to  the  site; 
(2)  recreating  past  conditions  so  that  horned  larks  that  have  long  since  left  the  area  could  return;  (3) 
remove  the  rip-rap  in  the  area  where  conditions  allow;  (4)  deal  with  invasive  species  in  Yosemite 
Slough;  and  (5)  maintain  large  foraging  areas  for  raptors.  Mr.  Proud  indicated  that  the  Biodiversity 
Plan  would  be  a  separate  companion  document  to  the  Sustainability  Plan  that  would  contain 
substantive  information  on  this  topic.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  requested  seeing  the  drafts  early  in  the 
process  and  provided  in  Word  format  rather  than  a  PDF  so  comments  can  be  made. 
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Public  Comment:  Ms.  Laurie  Schoeman,  member  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission 
Community  Advisory  Committee  for  Wastewater,  stated  that  she  applauds  everyone's  efforts  to 
introduce  the  concept  of  solar  thermal,  PV,  the  megawatt  station  and  Biodiversity  Plan.  Ms. 
Schoeman  discussed  work  that  the  SFPUC  is  doing  on  a  building  in  the  district  and  explained  how 
extensive  the  regulatory  hoops  are  for  a  building  with  some  of  the  same  concepts  that  are  mentioned 
in  this  project.  Ms.  Schoeman  expressed  her  concern  about  the  issues  of  waste  treatment  at  the 
Southeast  Plant.  It  was  reported  that  a  Technical  Advisory  Committee  is  being  developed  on  how  to 
deal  with  the  digester,  problems  with  smells,  the  current  budget  situation,  and  community  concerns 
over  the  smell,  etc.  It  was  explained  that  core  operations  are  necessary  to  support  right  now  in  this 
fiscal  climate,  and  there  is  a  great  need  to  invest  in  existing  infrastructure.  Ms.  Schoeman 
recommended  that  the  project  team  work  out  issues  and  discuss  alternatives  with  the  Wastewater 
Committee  in  order  to  move  this  project  forward. 

5.  Announcements.  (Discussion).  There  were  no  announcements  made  at  this  time. 

6.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion).  Ms.  Bohee  confirmed  that  the  December  9th 
Policy  Committee  meeting  would  include  an  update  on  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  Candlestick  Point 
Transportation  Plan  by  Mr.  Peter  Albert,  San  Francisco  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  and  a 
transportation  consultant.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  requested  a  brief  update  at  that  same  meeting  on  the 
Treasure  Island  Sustainability  Plan,  specifically  on  what  is  being  done  with  storm  water  and  waste 
water  treatment  and  other  Sustainability  Plan  changes  since  2006.  Mr.  Stephen  Proud,  Project 
Manager,  Lennar,  reported  that  there  have  been  a  lot  of  conversations  with  the  San  Francisco  Public 
Utilities  Commission  on  water,  wastewater  and  storm  water  that  a  report  could  be  provided  on. 

Committee  members  indicated  that  strategizing  methods  for  public  outreach  for  better  attendance  of 
Commission  community  meetings  may  tentatively  be  scheduled  for  the  January  Policy  Committee 
meeting.  Chair  Wald  requested  that  the  meeting  in  January  include  a  status  report  on  the  Urban 
Environmental  Accords  from  its  onset.  Ms.  Kass  reported  that  she  is  working  on  an  Urban 
Environmental  Accords  website  that  she  would  provide  a  report  on  at  the  January  meeting. 

7.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

8.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:30  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the 
hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting. asp?id=61 005,  (3)  by  clicking 
on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  41 5-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at 

Monica. Fish(g)sfqov.orq  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 


'Approved: 
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The  Monday,  November  10,  2008,  5:00  p.m.  Policy  Committee  Regularly  Scheduled  Meeting  at  City  Hall, 
Room  421  was  RESCHEDULED  to  Tuesday,  November  18,  2008  at  5:00  p.m.  at  the  Department  of  the 
Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  Eco  Center. 

COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting 
convened  at  5:05  p.m.  Present:  Chair  Wald,  Commissioners  Gravanis  and  Martin. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  October  20,  2008  Policy  Committee  Rescheduled  Meeting. 

(Discussion  and  Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  Martin,  the 
October  20,  2008  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (Explanatory  Document:  October 
20,  2008  Draft  Minutes  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paoe.asp?id=92322). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Hunters  Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point  Integrated  Development  Project.  (Informational 
Presentation  and  Discussion)  Speaker:  Ms.  Tiffany  Bohee,  Project  Manager,  Office  of  Economic  and 
Workforce  Development 

•  Status  Update  on  the  Environmental  Impact  Report.  Speaker:,  Ms.  Joy  Navarette,  Environmental 
Review  Officer,  Planning  Department 

•  Status  Update  on  the  Sustainability  Plan.  Speakers:  Ms.  Jean  Rogers  and  Mr.  Brian  Renehan, 


•    Presentation  and  Discussion  on  the  Habitat  and  Biodiversity  Plan  of  the  Sustainability  Plan. 
Speaker:  Mr.  Steve  Rottenborn,  HT  Harvey 

Ms.  Bohee  reported  on  work  that  is  being  accomplished  on  the  overall  plan  through  the  Mayor's  Office 
and  Lennar,  and  through  input  from  the  Bayview  community,  the  Shipyard  Community  Advisory 
Committee,  the  Bayview  Project  Area  Committee,  and  various  neighborhood  groups.  It  was  stated  that 
community  meetings  and  workshops  have  been  held,  and  all  the  input  has  culminated  into  the  Urban 
Design  Plan,  a  vision  and  conceptual  framework  for  what  the  project  will  be  (Explanatory  Document: 
Urban  Design  Plan  (PDF)  http://oewd.orq/media/docs/Hunters%20Point%20shipvard- 

candiestick%20Point%2ourban%20Design%20Pian.pdf ).  Ms.  Bohee  explained  that  the  plan  that  would  be  used  to 
create  the  basis  for  design  and  development  was  distributed  to  the  PAC,  the  CAC,  is  on  the  website, 
and  had  been  distributed  to  City  staff  at  the  end  of  September.  Work  will  be  done  with  City  staff  and  the 
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community  so  that  the  visionary  document  can  be  transformed  into  a  control  document  that  will  guide 
the  development.  Ms.  Bohee  reported  on  work  being  done  on  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  and 
the  process  for  receiving  final  approvals  on  the  Financing  Plan. 

Ms.  Joy  Navarrete,  Senior  Environmental  Planner,  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  reported  that 
she  is  working  on  the  CEQA  portion  of  the  project  and  discussed  the  status  of  the  environmental 
document.  It  was  explained  that  a  Notice  of  Preparation  and  public  scoping  meetings  have  been  held 
to  hear  community  concerns.  Ms.  Navarrete  stated  that  work  has  been  done  on  a  lot  of  the  background 
studies,  and  that  coordinating  technical  studies  (on  cultural  resources,  transportation  and  circulation, 
noise,  air  quality,  greenhouse  gas  emissions,  wind  analysis,  shadows,  biological  resources,  hydrology 
and  water,  hazardous  materials,  etc.)  would  take  a  lot  of  detailed  work  since  it  is  a  large  project.  It  was 
explained  that  every  CEQA  section  would  be  analyzed.  The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR) 
is  proposed  for  publication  in  March  of  2009  and  depending  on  the  number  of  comments  received,  EIR 
certification  could  be  scheduled  for  October  of  2009.  Ms.  Navarrete  reported  that  the  Draft  EIR  would 
require  a  45-day  review  period  and  hearings  would  be  held  at  the  Planning  Commission  and 
Redevelopment  Agency. 

Ms.  Therese  Brekke  reported  that  she  manages  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA) 
process  for  Lennar  and  introduced  Mr.  Steve  Rottenborn,  HT  Harvey  and  Associates,  who  has  been 
working  with  Lennar  on  this  project  and  would  be  speaking  on  the  biological  aspects  of  the  project. 

Mr.  Steve  Rottenborn,  Ecological  Consultant,  HT  Harvey  and  Associates,  explained  that  his 
organization  would  be  providing  the  project  team  advice  about  biodiversity  and  habitat  issues.  It  was 
explained  that  the  Sustainability  Plan  has  three  main  habitat  and  biodiversity  goals  (1)  protect  and 
enhance  existing  areas  of  habitat  value;  (2)  protect  existing  wildlife  species  on  the  site;  and  (3)  create 
new  wildlife  habitat  areas  as  the  project  is  designed  and  constructed.  A  number  of  studies  have  been 
conducted  on  the  biological  aspect  of  this  area  that  information  was  derived  from.  The  one  that 
provided  the  most  data  was  conducted  in  conjunction  with  LSA,  the  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society,  and 
Literacy  for  Environmental  Justice.  A  presentation  was  given  on  topics  that  include  (1 )  existing 
biological  conditions  on  Candlestick  Point,  South  Basin,  and  Yosemite  Slough;  (2)  approaches  to 
protect  existing  habitats  and  species  and  enhance  biodiversity;  and  (3)  proposed  habitat  and 
biodiversity  strategies.  The  Explanatory  Document  presentation  titled  Candlestick  Point  Hunters  Point 
Shipyard  Habitat  and  Biodiversity  can  be  accessed  for  additional  information  (PPT) 

http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/Biodiversitvpresentation.ppt. 

Ms.  Jean  Rogers,  Principal,  ARUP,  reported  that  they  are  in  the  process  of  finalizing  the  Draft 
Sustainability  Plan  in  mid-December.  A  presentation  was  given  on  topics  that  include:  (Explanatory 
Document:  A  Sustainable  Future  for  Candlestick  Point  and  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  (PPT) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/ARUPPresentation.ppt. 

•  Current  Activities:  Stakeholder  engagement  to  help  shape  strategies  into  the  plan — holding 
meetings  with  City  agencies  and  Commissions  and  presenting  ideas  and  receiving  feedback 
from  community  groups  and  stakeholders. 

•  How  the  Plan  addresses  public  concerns  such  as  environmental  justice  and  public  health, 
wastewater  treatment  strategy,  and  affordability. 

•  Dry  and  Wet  Weather  Existing  and  Proposed  Capacity/Condition  at  the  Southeast  Wastewater 
Treatment  Plant. 

•  Cost  Savings  and  Affordability  Measures  through  energy  and  efficiency  measures,  recycled 
water,  and  automated  waste  collection  system. 

•  How  the  Plan  addresses  City  concerns  through  clean  energy,  storm  water  and  transportation 
management  measures. 

•  Direct  heating  and  cooling. 
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•  Low  Impact  Development  Storm  water  Best  Management  Practices. 

•  Sustainable  Transport:  bikeways,  pedestrian  mobility. 

•  Transportation  Modal  Shifts  and  Targets. 

•  Carbon  Footprint  Reduction  goals  in  order  to  meet  City's  two  ton  reduction  goals. 

•  Targeted  Sustainability  Achievements. 

•  Needs  from  partners  in  order  to  achieve  goals  on  waste  management,  district  energy  and 
photovoltaics,  waste  water  and  transportation. 

•  Next  steps. 

Commissioners  and  the  project  team  discussed  the  integration  between  the  Sustainability  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Report.  Ms.  Rogers  explained  that  the  EIR  is  looking  at  ways  to  mitigate 
negative  impacts  and  the  Sustainability  Plan  is  looking  at  how  the  project  can  be  most  sustainable 
and  to  accelerate  positive  impacts.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  the  CEQA  process  requires 
analysis  of  alternatives.  Chair  Wald  and  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended  studying  alternatives  to 
the  bridge  that  were  recommended  by  the  community.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  requested  that  the 
presentations  not  be  printed  on  a  black  background  in  order  to  save  on  ink  and  to  leave  room  for 
notes  and  to  include  page  numbers.  It  was  also  requested  that  explanatory  documents  be  provided 
to  Commissioners  before  the  meeting  to  allow  for  time  to  review. 

Commissioner  Martin  (1)  recommended  that  consideration  be  given  to  an  emergency  potable  water 
supply  and  other  emergency  preparedness  measures;  (2)  stated  that  additional  bicycle  parking 
facilities  would  lead  to  greater  bicycle  use  and  recommended  increasing  the  3%  project  travel 
behavior  modal  goal  for  bicycle  travel;  (3)  on  the  topic  of  use  of  the  bay  water  as  a  heat  pump — 
inquired  whether  there  is  an  impact  to  the  temperatures  of  water  and  whether  there  is  a  Plan  B.  Mr. 
Renehan  discussed  the  feasibility  of  geothermal,  that  it  would  be  considered,  but  indicated  that  solar 
thermal  is  the  first  priority. 

Chair  Wald  inquired  about  the  nonbinding  endorsement  idea.  Mr.  Stephen  Proud,  Project  Manager 
with  Lennar,  discussed  how  the  financing  would  be  approached  for  the  project.  It  was  explained  that 
all  of  the  plans  would  be  taken  through  the  community  process,  starting  with  Urban  Design,  then 
Sustainability,  then  Transportation.  All  the  draft  plans  would  be  subject  to  review  and  refinement  until 
the  Development  and  Disposition  Plan  is  presented  to  lock  all  commitments.  Chair  Wald  stated  that 
she  is  worried  that  we  will  get  so  invested  in  ideas  that  it  will  be  hard  to  change  them  no  matter  what 
the  results  of  the  EIR  are,  which  is  the  risk  of  the  endorsement  process.  People  would  be  asked  to 
buy  into  something  without  knowing  what  the  EIR  results  will  be.  Ms.  Brekke  explained  that  there  are 
experts  providing  input  in  each  area  that  would  be  incorporated  throughout  the  process. 

Vice  Chair  Gravanis  inquired  about  the  predictability  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities 
Commission's  involvement  in  the  recycled  water  project  and  whether  a  cost  benefit  analysis  had  been 
prepared.  Commissioner  Gravanis  recommended  that  commitments  from  other  agencies  be  attained 
sooner  rather  than  later  in  the  process. 

Chair  Wald  recommended  looking  at  past  Christmas  bird  counts  in  order  to  get  more  accurate 
information  on  the  bird  population  in  the  area.  On  the  Biodiversity  Plan,  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  (1) 
recommended  making  conditions  more  desirable  for  the  burrowing  owl  so  they  can  return  to  the  site; 
(2)  recreating  past  conditions  so  that  horned  larks  that  have  long  since  left  the  area  could  return;  (3) 
remove  the  rip-rap  in  the  area  where  conditions  allow;  (4)  deal  with  invasive  species  in  Yosemite 
Slough;  and  (5)  maintain  large  foraging  areas  for  raptors.  Mr.  Proud  indicated  that  the  Biodiversity 
Plan  would  be  a  separate  companion  document  to  the  Sustainability  Plan  that  would  contain 
substantive  information  on  this  topic.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  requested  seeing  the  drafts  early  in  the 
process  and  provided  in  Word  format  rather  than  a  PDF  so  comments  can  be  made. 
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Public  Comment:  Ms.  Laurie  Schoeman,  member  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission 
Community  Advisory  Committee  for  Wastewater,  stated  that  she  applauds  everyone's  efforts  to 
introduce  the  concept  of  solar  thermal,  PV,  the  megawatt  station  and  Biodiversity  Plan.  Ms. 
Schoeman  discussed  work  that  the  SFPUC  is  doing  on  a  building  in  the  district  and  explained  how 
extensive  the  regulatory  hoops  are  for  a  building  with  some  of  the  same  concepts  that  are  mentioned 
in  this  project.  Ms.  Schoeman  expressed  her  concern  about  the  issues  of  waste  treatment  at  the 
Southeast  Plant.  It  was  reported  that  a  Technical  Advisory  Committee  is  being  developed  on  how  to 
deal  with  the  digester,  problems  with  smells,  the  current  budget  situation,  and  community  concerns 
over  the  smell,  etc.  It  was  explained  that  core  operations  are  necessary  to  support  right  now  in  this 
fiscal  climate,  and  there  is  a  great  need  to  invest  in  existing  infrastructure.  Ms.  Schoeman 
recommended  that  the  project  team  work  out  issues  and  discuss  alternatives  with  the  Wastewater 
Committee  in  order  to  move  this  project  forward. 

5.  Announcements.  (Discussion).  There  were  no  announcements  made  at  this  time. 

6.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion).  Ms.  Bohee  confirmed  that  the  December  9th 
Policy  Committee  meeting  would  include  an  update  on  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  Candlestick  Point 
Transportation  Plan  by  Mr.  Peter  Albert,  San  Francisco  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  and  a 
transportation  consultant.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  requested  a  brief  update  at  that  same  meeting  on  the 
Treasure  Island  Sustainability  Plan,  specifically  on  what  is  being  done  with  storm  water  and  waste 
water  treatment  and  other  Sustainability  Plan  changes  since  2006.  Mr.  Stephen  Proud,  Project 
Manager,  Lennar,  reported  that  there  have  been  a  lot  of  conversations  with  the  San  Francisco  Public 
Utilities  Commission  on  water,  wastewater  and  storm  water  that  a  report  could  be  provided  on. 

Committee  members  indicated  that  strategizing  methods  for  public  outreach  for  better  attendance  of 
Commission  community  meetings  may  tentatively  be  scheduled  for  the  January  Policy  Committee 
meeting.  Chair  Wald  requested  that  the  meeting  in  January  include  a  status  report  on  the  Urban 
Environmental  Accords  from  its  onset.  Ms.  Kass  reported  that  she  is  working  on  an  Urban 
Environmental  Accords  website  that  she  would  provide  a  report  on  at  the  January  meeting. 

7.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

8.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:30  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the 
hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting.asp?id=61005,  (3)  by  clicking 
on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at 

Monica. Fish@sfqov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 


'Approved:  December  9,  2008 
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RESCHEDULED  MEETING  NOTICE 
FROM  MONDAY,  DECEMBER  8,  2008 
TO  TUESDAY,  DECEMBER  9,  2008 

COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioner  Johanna  Wald  (Chair), 
Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair);  Commissioner  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 


The  MONDAY,  December  8,  2008,  5:00  p.m.  Regularly  Scheduled  Meeting  of 
the  Commission  on  the  Environment's  Policy  Committee  that  is  held  at  City  Hall, 
Room  421 ,  has  been  RESCHEDULED  to  TUESDAY,  DECEMBER  9,  2008,  at 
5:00  p.m.  The  meeting  will  be  held  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  11 
Grove  Street,  Eco-  Center,  San  Francisco.  CA.  An  agenda  will  be  provided  72 
hours  prior  to  the  meeting.  Please  contact  the  Department  of  the  Environment 
Commission  Secretary,  Monica  Fish,  at  415-355-3709  or  Monica.Fish(5)sfgov.org 
if  you  would  like  to  be  placed  on  the  agenda  list.  An  agenda  may  also  be 
accessed  on  the  Policy  Committee  website 
http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting.asp?id=61 005. 

*Posted:  November  18,  2008 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
POLICY  COMMITTEE 


*NOTICE  OF  RESCHEDULED  MEETING  AND  AGENDA 
From  Monday,  December  8,  2008  to  Tuesday,  December  9,  2008,  5:00  P.M 
Department  of  the  Environment,  Eco-Center 
11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


DEC  -  3  2008 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


The  Monday,  December  8,  2008,  5:00  p.m.  Policy  Committee's  Regularly  Scheduled  Meeting  at  City  Hall, 
Room  421 ,  has  been  RESCHEDULED  to  Tuesday,  December  9,  2008  at  5:00  p.m.  and  will  be  held  at  the 
Department  of  the  Environment,  Eco-Center,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA. 

COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice  Chair),  Jane 
^/larieFrancis  Martin 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1 .  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  November  18,  2008  Policy  Committee  Rescheduled  Meeting. 

(Explanatory  Document:  November  18,  2008  Draft  Minutes 
http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  page.asp?id=92322)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

4.  Hunters  Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point  Integrated  Development  Project.  Speaker:  Tiffany 
Bohee,  Project  Manager,  Office  of  Economic  and  Workforce  Development.  Status  Update  on  the 
Transportation  Plan.  Speakers:  Peter  Albert,  Manager,  Urban  Planning  Initiatives  Program,  San 
Francisco  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  and  Matthew  Ridgway,  Principal,  Fehr  &  Peers 
(Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion) 

5.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

6.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

7.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

8.  Adjournment. 


\/lonica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

fEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 


|  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
he  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=61 005,  (3) 
)y  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355- 
5709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica .Fish@sfgov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this 
agenda  have  been  distributed  to  the  Commission  Policy  Committee  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are 
available  for  public  inspection  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  941 02  during  normal  office 
lours  or  will  be  made  available  at  the  meeting  website  link  Policy  Committee's  website 

ittp://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=61 005  as  links  to  the  agenda  or  meeting  minutes  (by  item). 

Public  Comment 

\t  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 
nay  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 
)y  the  public  will  exceed  1 5  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 


The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 
applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 

to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Sj 
Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the 
Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and 
the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI 
accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenu< 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall  be 
4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meetinc 
a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to 
make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Jr.,  Sunshine  Task  Force 
Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724; 
Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf(8)sfqov.orq.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine 
Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfqov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112;  web  site  atwww.sfgov.org/ethics. 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin,  written  comments 
regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  1 1  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which  cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission 
Secretary  by  that  time,  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above.  When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please 
photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of 
handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary  and  the  public. 


Posted:  December  2,  2008 
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COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
POLICY  COMMITTEE 


GOVERNMENT 
DOCUMENTS  DEPT 


*RESCHEDULED  MEETING 


DRAFT  MINUTES 


DEC  2  4  2008 


tin} 


^ 


Tuesday,  December  9,  2008,  5:00  P.M. 
Department  of  the  Environment 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


11  Grove  Street  Eco-Center 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


"The  Monday,  December  8,  2008,  5:00  p.m.  Regularly  Scheduled  Meeting  of  the  Policy  Committee  at  City 
Hall,  Room  421  was  RESCHEDULED  to  Tuesday,  December  9,  2008  at  5:00  p.m.  at  the  Department  of  the 
Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  Eco  Center. 

30MMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
VlarieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting 
convened  at  5:05  p.m.  Present:  Chair  Wald  (5:35),  Commissioners  Gravanis  and  Martin. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  November  18,  2008  Policy  Committee  Rescheduled  Meeting. 

(Discussion  and  Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin  and  second  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis,  the 
November  18,  2008  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  with  amendments  on  page  3,  second  paragraph, 
to  change  "access"  to  "preparedness",  "minimal"  to  "additional",  delete  "modal",  and  add  "an"  before 
"impact."  (Absent:  Chair  Wald)  (Explanatory  Document:  November  18,  2008  Approved  Minutes 

http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  page.asp?id=92322) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Hunters  Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point  Integrated  Development  Project.  Speaker:  Tiffany 
Bohee,  Project  Manager,  Office  of  Economic  and  Workforce  Development.  Status  Update  on  the 
Transportation  Plan.  Speakers:  Peter  Albert,  Manager,  Urban  Planning  Initiatives  Program,  San 
Francisco  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  and  Matthew  Ridgway,  Principal,  Fehr  &  Peers 
(Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion) 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  reported  that  the  discussion  on  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point 
Integrated  Development  Project  addresses  the  Urban  Environmental  Accord  on  Urban  Design  and  that 
the  Committee  has  heard  reports  on  the  Sustainability  Plan,  Energy,  Waste,  Wildlife  and  a  number  of 
other  issues.  Today's  topic  of  discussion  would  be  on  the  Transportation  Plan.  Ms.  Bohee  reported 
that  the  project  is  on  target  with  all  approvals  and  entitlements  for  2009,  and  that  work  is  being  done 
with  the  Municipal  Transportation  Agency,  the  Transportation  Authority,  all  transit  agencies,  and  all 
other  projects  to  understand  what  the  right  improvements  should  be.  Ms.  Bohee  recommended  that 
Commissioners  review  and  comment  on  the  Draft  Transportation  Plan,  which  is  near  completion  and 
was  presented  at  the  meeting  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Transportation  Plan). 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 


Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 
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Mr.  Peter  Albert,  Manager  of  Urban  Planning  Initiatives,  Municipal  Transportation  Authority  (MTA), 
presented  a  status  update  on  the  development  project's  Transportation  Plan.  Mr.  Albert  reported  that 
Urban  Planning  Initiatives  is  a  new  office  that  is  creating  a  liaison  between  MTA  and  the  Mayor's  Office 
of  Economic  and  Workforce  Development.  Mr.  Albert  stated  that  he  was  previously  the  Deputy  Director 
of  the  MTA  Planning  Department  and  hopes  to  work  with  that  department  to  bring  in  bicycle,  traffic 
calming,  and  transit  expertise,  pedestrian  programming,  and  the  Better  Streets  Plan  to  help  bring  multi- 
modal planning  into  this  project.  It  was  stated  that  it  is  the  responsibility  of  MTA  and  the  City  to  guide 
the  development  so  that  it  helps  achieve  San  Francisco's  multi  modal  transit  first  pedestrian  oriented 
goal  and  highlighted  progress  in  that  direction.  Mr.  Albert  stated  that  MTA  had  discussed  the  isolation 
and  difficulty  reaching  this  neighborhood  by  pedestrians,  bicycle  and  transit  and  discussed  efforts  to 
bring  connections  into  the  new  development  area. 

(Explanatory  Document:  Land  Use  and  Development  Program  Presentation) 
Summary  of  presentation: 

Land  Use  and  Development  Program:  Mr.  Albert  discussed  the  integration  of  land  use  priorities  and 
transportation  strategies.  It  was  explained  that  the  land  uses  are  going  to  be  mixed-use  and  high- 
density.  They  will  be  high-density  where  there  will  be  transit-richness,  and  mixed-use  where  we  need 
streets  to  be  multi-modal  so  there  is  pedestrian  activation,  transit  connections  and  bicycle  friendliness 
in  the  network.  This  is  a  fairly  high-density  mixed-use  development  that  has  about  10,500  housing 
units,  250,000  square  feet  of  retail  per  neighborhood,  and  635,000  square  feet  of  regional  retail.  There 
is  a  mix  of  artists'  studios,  office,  hotels,  an  arena,  and  open  space.  The  diagram  shows  that  the 
amenities  that  are  being  built  in  this  plan  actually  benefit  the  entire  area  of  the  city  as  there  are  open 
spaces  on  the  waterfront,  and  other  areas,  that  have  better  bicycle,  pedestrian,  and  transit  connections 
for  all  people  in  the  Bayview,  Visitacion  Valley,  Little  Hollywood,  and  Central  Waterfront. 

Transportation  Demand  Program  (TDM):  To  make  sure  that  what  is  built  is  in  the  pattern  that  makes 
this  a  sustainable  transit-oriented  pedestrian-friendly  development,  professional  help  will  be  rendered 
from  the  TDM  program  that  will  help  maintain  the  goals  of  reducing  auto  use,  and  increasing  transit, 
walking  and  bicycling.  There  will  be  a  full-time  transportation  coordinator  that  will  help  the  residents, 
visitors,  and  employers  with  information  about  transportation  options.  The  employees  in  this  area  will 
participate  in  the  TDM  program  that  encourages  alternative  modes  of  transportation  so  they  will  have 
vanpool  coordination,  commuter  checks,  carpool,  and  information  to  help  make  sure  that  these  options 
are  intuitive,  immediate,  and  convenient.  There  will  be  carshare  programs  located  in  the  area,  and 
residential  parking  will  be  unbundled,  which  means  that  you  don't  have  to  buy  or  rent  a  parking  space 
when  you  buy  or  rent  a  unit.  You  have  choices,  so  people  can  choose  to  live  in  this  area  and  not  own 
or  drive  a  car.  That  is  a  new  concept  that  is  being  looked  at  for  new  development  areas  in  San 
Francisco.  There  will  be  an  EcoPass,  a  full  service  transit  pass  that  provides  better  access  to  transit. 

Project  Modal  Split  Goal  Weekday,  PM  Peak  Hour:  Mr.  Albert  discussed  existing  travel  behavior  and 
goals  for  decreasing  auto  use  and  increasing  transit,  walking  and  bicycle  use  by  establishing  transit 
infrastructure  to  help  achieve  those  goals.  These  are  goals  that  are  based  on  classic  San  Francisco 
neighborhoods.  Transit  infrastructure  will  be  provided  that  will  help  achieve  these  goals. 

Proposed  Transit  Improvements:  Work  is  being  done  with  the  Transit  Effectiveness  Project  to  make 
sure  that  all  of  the  new  planning  going  into  MUNI  will  extend  into  the  shipyard  and  Candlestick  Point 
and  would  give  people  one  seat  rides  to  neighborhoods  throughout  San  Francisco.  Bus  Rapid  Transit, 
which  is  a  bus  that  has  its  own  easement,  its  own  lanes  will  connect  with  Caltrain  and  BART  in  order  to 
provide  connections  to  regional  transit,  which  would  provide  better  access  to  jobs  in  regional  areas.  All 
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levels  of  transit  access  are  being  reviewed-regional,  local,  MUNI,  Caltrain,  and  BART  in  order  to  reach 
the  35%  transit  modal  split. 

Proposed  Roadway  Improvements:  Roadway  improvements  are  proposed  in  order  to  manage 
capacity  so  transit  first  modal  splits  can  be  maintained.  Intersections,  the  highway  interchange,  and  the 
overpass  on  Geneva  Avenue  are  being  studied  to  make  sure  that  regional  to  local  street  access  is 
dispersed  and  so  people  have  a  variety  of  ways  to  get  in  an  out  of  the  area  to  reduce  particular 
congestion  in  a  particular  street.  Work  is  being  done  with  the  Bayview  Transportation  Improvement 
Study  and  relevant  agencies  to  make  sure  that  freight  traffic  is  being  managed  throughout  this  area. 

Pedestrian  Mobility  and  Access:  There  will  be  continuity  of  the  street  grids  getting  from  the  existing 
neighborhoods  to  the  heart  of  these  communities  and  would  be  built  into  the  heart  of  the  open  space 
amenities  that  are  being  provided.  There  will  be  access  to  the  SF  Bay  Trail,  pedestrian/bicycle  paths, 
pedestrian  only  streets,  boulevard  park  streets,  neighborhood  commercial  streets,  and  there  will  be  new 
and  enhanced  sidewalks  and  major  transit  stops.  The  transit  center  provides  opportunities  for  residents 
to  walk  to  a  location  to  catch  one  seat  rides  to  downtown,  Caltrain  and  BART  and  will  have  pedestrian 
access  to  make  it  usable  for  many  people.  The  Better  Streets  Guidelines  are  being  referenced  in  order 
to  bring  street  furniture,  trees,  landscaping,  sidewalks,  and  amenities  to  calm  streets  and  make  them 
pedestrian  friendly. 

Bike  Planning:  Mr.  Albert  reported  that  he  is  working  closely  with  the  MTA  bicycle  planning  program, 
which  he  used  to  manage  and  discussed  the  bike  planning  injunction,  a  lawsuit  that  is  impairing  the 
implementation  of  the  bike  network.  Bike  network  planning  efforts  included  a  review  of  the  low 
topography,  transit  and  bike  facilities  (e.g.,  the  bridge  proposal  for  Yosemite  Slough),  so  there  is 
excellent  transit  and  bicycle  access  that  contains  an  understanding  of  the  topography  and  challenges  in 
the  area  and  brings  the  bike  network  of  the  city  into  the  heart  of  the  area. 

Game  Day  Transit  and  Stadium  Auto  Access  Routes:  The  network  has  been  designed  to  be  a 
game  and  non-game  day  situation  with  or  without  the  stadium,  and  that  both  work  well  together.  There 
is  a  plan  for  charter  buses,  which  is  a  significant  part  of  what  moves  people  in  and  out  of  the  stadium. 
The  two  slides  show  that  the  grid  is  being  used  to  disperse  traffic  impacts  so  that  there  would  be 
quicker  exit  time  from  a  game  day  situation  than  the  current  49ers  stadium  has.  A  system  is  also  being 
designed  that  has  a  much  higher  transit  mode  to  and  from  the  game. 

Ms.  Bohee  reported  that  the  project  team  is  working  closely  at  the  bi-county  level,  with  all  the  related 
constituents.  It  was  announced  that  there  would  be  a  Bi-County  Transportation  Coordination  meeting 
on  December  10th  at  Visitacion  Valley  Elementary  School,  which  is  the  second  of  two  meetings 
sponsored  by  the  City  Transportation  Authority.  Commissioners  were  encouraged  to  attend  the 
meeting.  Agencies  that  would  be  in  attendance  include  the  MTA,  Bike  Plan  participants,  Caltrain, 
Caltrans,  and  all  relevant  agencies.  Mr.  Albert  explained  that  because  the  project  is  so  close  to  the 
county  line,  decisions  that  are  being  made  would  be  coordinated  with  Daly  City,  Brisbane,  and  the 
Redevelopment  Agency.  Approximately  ten  agencies  would  be  represented  at  the  meeting,  and  about 
forty  community  members  are  expected  to  attend.  Attending  the  meeting  would  provide  a  good 
opportunity  to  acquire  information  on  what  is  going  on  from  present  day  to  growth  on  all  redevelopment 
projects  in  the  area  and  region. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  Brisbane's  visions  and  Daly  City's  challenges.  Mr.  Albert  reported 
on  collaboration  efforts  on  the  Brisbane  Baylands  project,  in  relation  to  housing,  providing  connections 
to  Caltrain,  and  objectives  for  the  Bayshore  Station  that  when  complete  would  be  an  intermodal  station 
that  has  light  rail,  bus  rapid  transit,  commuter  train  and  possible  "baby  bullet"  service  all  from  the  same 
location.  The  main  focus  is  to  make  sure  that  Brisbane's  intermodal  transit  station  works,  and  that  their 
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land  use  plan  supports  transit.   Mr.  Albert  stated  that  work  is  being  done  with  Daly  City  on  the  other 
side  of  San  Francisco  by  Balboa  Park  and  the  Daly  City  Bart  station.  It  was  explained  that  most 
importantly,  what  is  being  done  through  the  bi-county  study  is  establishing  relationships  with  their  City 
engineers  and  planners.  The  Geneva  extension  will  be  a  big  issue  and  it  is  important  that  Daly  City  is 
brought  along  as  discussions  are  held  on  Bus  Rapid  Transit  in  front  of  the  Cow  Palace. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  MUNI  would  be  fully  accessible  to  bicycles,  e.g.  if  the  Bus  Rapid 
Transit  system  (BRT)  would  allow  bicycles.  Mr.  Albert  stated  that  MTA  is  studying  the  idea  of  bicycles 
on  Light  Rail  Transit  (LRT),  and  is  looking  at  the  ability  of  bringing  bikes  on  the  T  line,  and  believes 
there  may  be  similar  capacity  issues  of  BRT.  It  was  explained  that  there  are  limitations  on  LRT 
because  trains  are  crowded,  and  there  are  safety  issues  and  concerns  with  the  ADA  community.  A 
bike  pilot  program  will  be  implemented  that  will  provide  information  about  bus  rapid  transit,  light  rail,  and 
regular  bus  service.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  looking  to  Portland  light  rail  as  a  model.  Mr. 
Albert  explained  that  Portland  does  not  have  the  crowding  factors  San  Francisco  does  that  limit  bike 
access  and  exacerbate  ADA-related  safety  concerns,  but  is  also  getting  to  the  point  of  being  challenged 
along  those  lines.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  challenges  in  increasing  the  1%  bicycle 
transit  goal  in  order  to  reach  10%  of  trips  by  bicycle  by  2010.  Mr.  Albert  explained  that  we  are  above 
where  we  thought  we  were  going  to  be  at  a  citywide  mode  split,  and  targets  were  set  pragmatically  to 
make  sure  they  reflect  existing  San  Francisco  neighborhoods. 

Mr.  Albert  reported  that  the  shipyard  transit  center  includes  a  ferry  terminal  which  will  be  connected  to 
the  Water  Emergency  Transportation  Authority  and  will  be  part  of  the  future  network  of  service  to 
Oyster  Point  and  Redwood  City.  Mr.  Albert  reported  that  there  is  a  private  sector  funded  bike  sharing 
test  going  on  in  North  Beach  right  now,  which  is  also  being  considered  for  Treasure  Island  and  for  this 
project  as  well.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended  that  the  project  include  more  amenities  to  support 
a  higher  bicycle  transit  goal,  such  as  bike  parking,  which  is  a  big  challenge  in  San  Francisco. 

Commissioner  Martin  Inquired  about  the  MUNI  ClassPass  and  EcoPass.  Mr.  Albert  reported  that 
ClassPass  is  a  program  in  universities  in  which  the  student  body  elects  to  buy  a  pass  as  part  of  their 
administration  fees  at  a  much  lower  price  than  they  would  pay  if  they  were  paying  out  of  pocket.  The 
program  is  now  being  offered  at  University  of  San  Francisco  and  will  be  offered  next  at  San  Francisco 
State  and  possibly  City  College.  MUNI's  concern  is  that  they  don't  lose  money  but  it  is  realized  that  they 
would  be  engendering  a  future  generation  of  transit  riders,  so  there  is  a  long-range  goal.  Mr.  Albert 
explained  that  the  EcoPass  is  in  use  in  Silicon  Valley  and  is  common  for  businesses  to  offer.  It  is  a 
monthly  pass  on  all  area  transit,  e.g.,  BART,  MUNI,  Golden  Gate  ferries,  Caltrain,  etc.  that  employers 
would  help  subsidize  as  a  public  private  partnership  with  MTA  in  order  to  offer  discounted  rides  to  their 
employees. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  topography  challenges  for  bicycles.  Mr.  Albert  discussed 
challenges  with  hills  and  the  integration  of  bicycle  and  transit  routes  that  can  work  effectively,  but  you 
would  have  to  be  conscious  of  the  design  at  the  intersections,  lanes,  and  of  signal  technologies.  It  was 
explained  that  bike  route  planners  are  knowledgeable  in  finding  the  flattest  ways  that  do  not  conflict 
with  public  transit  and  trucks  so  that  bicycle  and  transit  networks  are  separated  whenever  possible. 
Commissioner  Martin  inquired  if  the  bridge  would  be  in  use  by  autos  on  game  day  but  not  on  off-game 
day.  Mr.  Albert  explained  that  the  bridge  is  designed  to  be  a  bike  and  transit  facility  on  a  non-game  day 
situation  and  is  used  as  part  of  the  auto  network  on  a  game-day  situation. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  reported  that  she  is  pleased  to  see  Transit  Development  Measures  (TDM)  and 
unbundled  parking  and  inquired  about  the  proposed  residential  parking  ratio.  Mr.  Albert  explained  that 
the  standard  city  minimum  is  1  parking  space  for  1  unit,  and  that  consideration  is  being  given  to  adding 
a  cap  of  1  to  1 .  Residents  would  be  given  the  option  of  not  having  to  pay  for  a  parking  space.  Vice- 
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Chair  Gravanis  recommended  lowering  the  1  for  1  cap.  Mr.  Albert  reported  that  with  unbundled 
parking,  some  people  would  make  the  economic  choice  not  to  rent  or  buy  a  parking  space.  It  was 
explained  that  the  success  of  unbundled  parking  depends  on  supplying  a  transit-rich  neighborhood. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended  establishing  TDM  measures  to  reduce  car  ownership  and  not  just 
car  use  in  order  to  make  it  a  transit-oriented  neighborhood.  Mr.  Albert  explained  that  the  Carshare 
program,  which  is  part  of  the  TDM  program,  combined  with  unbundled  parking  would  provide  that 
opportunity.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended  providing  as  many  ways  as  possible  so  that  people 
could  meet  their  grocery,  retail  and  service  needs  in  the  neighborhood  without  the  use  of  a  car,  e.g., 
shopping  carts  that  can  be  brought  home,  availability  of  golf  carts,  and  grocery  delivery  service.  Vice- 
Chair  Gravanis  inquired  whether  there  would  be  a  parking  cost  in  retail  areas.  Mr.  Albert  discussed  the 
benefits  of  SFPark,  Smart  Management  Parking  Program  that  would  reduce  car  use. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  inquired  about  the  alternatives  being  considered  for  the  bridge  and  expressed 
concern  that  the  public  would  not  be  able  to  see  any  information  until  after  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Report  was  published.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  she  would  like  to  see  information  before 
publication  of  the  Draft  EIR  so  comments  can  be  submitted  prior  to  its  release.  Commissioner  Martin 
inquired  whether  there  would  be  any  significant  changes  to  the  non-stadium  option  as  the  anticipated 
traffic  needs  would  be  different  in  terms  of  intensity  and  duration. 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  including  plans  for  corner  stores  and  small  retail  that  would  be 
immediate  neighborhood-serving  and  would  provide  opportunities  for  small  business  owners  as 
opposed  to  larger  stores/businesses.  Chair  Wald  stated  that  if  you  put  stores  in  the  outer  edge  you 
can  integrate  neighborhoods  that  already  exist  with  the  new  neighborhood. 

Public  Comment: 

Ms.  Noreen  Weeden,  Golden  Gate  Audubon  reported  that  in  2003  and  2004,  Golden  Gate  Audubon 
worked  with  the  community  and  conducted  a  census  of  the  wildlife  at  Yosemite  Slough.  At  that  time, 
over  118  species  of  birds  were  identified,  7  species  of  mammals,  14  species  of  butterflies  as  well  as 
identification  of  amphibians  and  reptiles.  Even  in  the  degraded  state  at  that  time,  the  potential  for 
improved  habitat  was  identified  and  it  was  found  that  additional  species  would  utilize  the  site  if  given  the 
opportunity.  Since  that  time,  funding  has  been  approved  for  utilizing  Prop  84  funds,  $5  million  dollars  to 
improve  the  Yosemite  Slough,  which  the  bridge  is  in  conflict  with.  The  bridge  would  cause  additional  air 
and  noise  pollution  for  the  community  and  runoff  into  the  water  and  negatively  impact  the  wildlife  that 
lives  or  may  potentially  live  there  if  the  bridge  was  not  put  there.  Ms.  Weeden  explained  that  Golden 
Gate  Audubon  has  opposed  both  of  the  two  bridge  proposals  through  the  Bayview  Transportation 
Planning  process. 

Mr.  Saul  Bloom,  Arc  Ecology,  requested  an  hour  at  the  next  Policy  Committee  meeting  to  discuss  Arc 
Ecology's  alternative  visions  for  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point  Plan. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  expressed  concern  with  information  given  at  the  last  Policy  Committee  meeting  on 
the  biodiversity  section  of  the  Sustainability  Plan  that  the  bridge  would  be  beneficial  for  birds  because 
colonization  of  the  piers  by  mussels  and  other  mollusks  would  be  an  attractive  feature  by  diving  ducks. 
Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  she  did  not  see  how  this  would  make  the  bridge  an  environmental 
benefit  as  indicated.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  inquired  about  transportation  impacts  on  Visitacion  Valley. 
Mr.  Albert  reported  that  Visitacion  Valley  at  this  time  has  no  access  to  the  Bayshore  Caltrain  station 
from  the  west  side  and  that  two  penetrations  into  the  neighborhood  are  being  reviewed.  Vice-Chair 
Gravanis  asked  whether  increased  automobile  traffic  would  result.  Mr.  Albert  stated  that  hopefully  the 
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net  effect  of  the  interchange  would  result  in  reduction  of  traffic  on  local  streets  and  consolidation  of 
traffic  where  the  capacity  can  actually  handle  it. 

Vice  Chair  Gravanis  inquired  about  the  timeline  for  Commission  input  into  the  project:  Ms.  Bohee 
requested  input  from  the  Committee  on  the  Draft  Transportation  Plan  in  progress.  It  was  explained  that 
the  project  is  in  the  stage  where  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  recently  approved  a  non- 
binding  finance  plan  that  lays  out  all  of  the  costs,  all  of  the  transportation  and  transit  improvements, 
parks  and  open  space,  contributions  for  work  force  training,  etc.  It  was  stated  that  there  are  now  place 
holders  for  other  things  which  are  in  the  planning  stage.  It  was  explained  that  there  is  a  general 
projection  of  costs  ($2  billion  dollars)  and  efficiencies  would  be  created.  The  Committee  would  be 
asked  for  their  comments  on  the  EIR,  which  is  scheduled  for  publication  in  spring  and  on  the  Draft 
Sustainability  Plan  at  the  end  of  December  or  January.  Ms.  Bohee  requested  input  on  how  the 
Commissioners  wanted  to  structure  future  meetings. 

5.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  Mr.  Bloom  reported  that  on  January  14th,  there  would  be  a  community 
workshop  at  the  Bayview  Opera  House,  at  5:30  p.m.  on  the  history  of  the  cleanup  of  the  Shipyard  and 
liquefaction  which  is  a  general  issue  of  concern  within  the  Bayview. 

6.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Commissioners  discussed  future  agenda  items 
that  include:  (1 )  preliminary  overview  from  staff  of  where  we  are  in  outreach  generally  and  discussion  of 
how  the  Commission  would  want  to  address  methods  for  outreach  in  the  future  (January);  (2)  Arc 
Ecology  discussion  on  proposed  alternatives  to  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  Candlestick  Point  Project 
Plan  and  Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  and  Workforce  Development  update  on  schedule  and  plans 
(January);  (3)  Treasure  Island  Sustainability  Plan,  e.g.,  wastewater,  stormwater,  transportation 
(February);  (4)  Department  budget  updates;  (5)  Urban  Environmental  Accords  website  design  work  in 
progress;  (6)  selection  of  Urban  Environmental  Accords  to  work  on  in  2009;  and  (7)  review  of  the 
Hunters  Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point  Transportation  Plan  that  would  be  completed  and  distributed 
in  the  near  future. 

7.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

8.  Adjournment.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  6:22  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the 
hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting.asp?id=61 005.  (3)  by  clicking 
on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at 

Monica. Fish(a)sfqov.orq  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 
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The  Monday,  December  8,  2008,  5:00  p.m.  Regularly  Scheduled  Meeting  of  the  Policy  Committee  at  City 
Hall,  Room  421  was  RESCHEDULED  to  Tuesday,  December  9,  2008  at  5:00  p.m.  at  the  Department  of  the 
Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  Eco  Center. 

COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
vlarieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting 
convened  at  5:05  p.m.  Present:  Chair  Wald  (5:35),  Commissioners  Gravanis  and  Martin. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  November  18,  2008  Policy  Committee  Rescheduled  Meeting. 

(Discussion  and  Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin  and  second  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis,  the 
November  18,  2008  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  with  amendments  on  page  3,  second  paragraph, 
to  change  "access"  to  "preparedness",  "minimal"  to  "additional",  delete  "modal",  and  add  "an"  before 
"impact."  (Absent:  Chair  Wald)  (Explanatory  Document:  November  18,  2008  Approved  Minutes 

http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=92322) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Hunters  Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point  Integrated  Development  Project.  Speaker:  Tiffany 
Bohee,  Project  Manager,  Office  of  Economic  and  Workforce  Development.  Status  Update  on  the 
Transportation  Plan.  Speakers:  Peter  Albert,  Manager,  Urban  Planning  Initiatives  Program,  San 
Francisco  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  and  Matthew  Ridgway,  Principal,  Fehr  &  Peers 
(Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion) 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  reported  that  the  discussion  on  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point 
Integrated  Development  Project  addresses  the  Urban  Environmental  Accord  on  Urban  Design  and  that 
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the  Committee  has  heard  reports  on  the  Sustainability  Plan,  Energy,  Waste,  Wildlife  and  a  number  of 
other  issues.  Today's  topic  of  discussion  would  be  on  the  Transportation  Plan.  Ms.  Bohee  reported 
that  the  project  is  on  target  with  all  approvals  and  entitlements  for  2009,  and  that  work  is  being  done 
with  the  Municipal  Transportation  Agency,  the  Transportation  Authority,  all  transit  agencies,  and  all 
other  projects  to  understand  what  the  right  improvements  should  be.  Ms.  Bohee  recommended  that 
Commissioners  review  and  comment  on  the  Draft  Transportation  Plan,  which  is  near  completion  and 
was  presented  at  the  meeting  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Transportation  Plan  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/TransportationPlan1 20908.pdf). 

Mr.  Peter  Albert,  Manager  of  Urban  Planning  Initiatives,  Municipal  Transportation  Authority  (MTA), 
presented  a  status  update  on  the  development  project's  Transportation  Plan.  Mr.  Albert  reported  that 
Urban  Planning  Initiatives  is  a  new  office  that  is  creating  a  liaison  between  MTA  and  the  Mayor's  Office 
of  Economic  and  Workforce  Development.  Mr.  Albert  stated  that  he  was  previously  the  Deputy  Director 
of  the  MTA  Planning  Department  and  hopes  to  work  with  that  department  to  bring  in  bicycle,  traffic 
calming,  and  transit  expertise,  pedestrian  programming,  and  the  Better  Streets  Plan  to  help  bring  multi- 
modal planning  into  this  project.  It  was  stated  that  it  is  the  responsibility  of  MTA  and  the  City  to  guide 
the  development  so  that  it  helps  achieve  San  Francisco's  multi  modal  transit  first  pedestrian  oriented 
goal  and  highlighted  progress  in  that  direction.  Mr.  Albert  stated  that  MTA  had  discussed  the  isolation 
and  difficulty  reaching  this  neighborhood  by  pedestrians,  bicycle  and  transit  and  discussed  efforts  to 
bring  connections  into  the  new  development  area. 

(Explanatory  Document:  Land  Use  and  Development  Program  Presentation  (PPT) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2008/COEPresentationTransportation(1  ).ppt) 

Summary  of  presentation: 

Land  Use  and  Development  Program:  Mr.  Albert  discussed  the  integration  of  land  use  priorities  and 
transportation  strategies.  It  was  explained  that  the  land  uses  are  going  to  be  mixed-use  and  high- 
density.  They  will  be  high-density  where  there  will  be  transit-richness,  and  mixed-use  where  we  need 
streets  to  be  multi-modal  so  there  is  pedestrian  activation,  transit  connections  and  bicycle  friendliness 
in  the  network.  This  is  a  fairly  high-density  mixed-use  development  that  has  about  10,500  housing 
units,  250,000  square  feet  of  retail  per  neighborhood,  and  635,000  square  feet  of  regional  retail.  There 
is  a  mix  of  artists'  studios,  office,  hotels,  an  arena,  and  open  space.  The  diagram  shows  that  the 
amenities  that  are  being  built  in  this  plan  actually  benefit  the  entire  area  of  the  city  as  there  are  open 
spaces  on  the  waterfront,  and  other  areas,  that  have  better  bicycle,  pedestrian,  and  transit  connections 
for  all  people  in  the  Bayview,  Visitacion  Valley,  Little  Hollywood,  and  Central  Waterfront. 

Transportation  Demand  Program  (TDM):  To  make  sure  that  what  is  built  is  in  the  pattern  that  makes 
this  a  sustainable  transit-oriented  pedestrian-friendly  development,  professional  help  will  be  rendered 
from  the  TDM  program  that  will  help  maintain  the  goals  of  reducing  auto  use,  and  increasing  transit, 
walking  and  bicycling.  There  will  be  a  full-time  transportation  coordinator  that  will  help  the  residents, 
visitors,  and  employers  with  information  about  transportation  options.  The  employees  in  this  area  will 
participate  in  the  TDM  program  that  encourages  alternative  modes  of  transportation  so  they  will  have 
vanpool  coordination,  commuter  checks,  carpool,  and  information  to  help  make  sure  that  these  options 
are  intuitive,  immediate,  and  convenient.  There  will  be  carshare  programs  located  in  the  area,  and 
residential  parking  will  be  unbundled,  which  means  that  you  don't  have  to  buy  or  rent  a  parking  space 
when  you  buy  or  rent  a  unit.  You  have  choices,  so  people  can  choose  to  live  in  this  area  and  not  own 
or  drive  a  car.  That  is  a  new  concept  that  is  being  looked  at  for  new  development  areas  in  San 
Francisco.  There  will  be  an  EcoPass,  a  full  service  transit  pass  that  provides  better  access  to  transit. 
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Project  Modal  Split  Goal  Weekday,  PM  Peak  Hour:  Mr.  Albert  discussed  existing  travel  behavior  and 
goals  for  decreasing  auto  use  and  increasing  transit,  walking  and  bicycle  use  by  establishing  transit 
infrastructure  to  help  achieve  those  goals.  These  are  goals  that  are  based  on  classic  San  Francisco 
neighborhoods.  Transit  infrastructure  will  be  provided  that  will  help  achieve  these  goals. 

Proposed  Transit  Improvements:  Work  is  being  done  with  the  Transit  Effectiveness  Project  to  make 
sure  that  all  of  the  new  planning  going  into  MUNI  will  extend  into  the  shipyard  and  Candlestick  Point 
and  would  give  people  one  seat  rides  to  neighborhoods  throughout  San  Francisco.  Bus  Rapid  Transit, 
which  is  a  bus  that  has  its  own  easement,  its  own  lanes  will  connect  with  Caltrain  and  BART  in  order  to 
provide  connections  to  regional  transit,  which  would  provide  better  access  to  jobs  in  regional  areas.  All 
levels  of  transit  access  are  being  reviewed-regional,  local,  MUNI,  Caltrain,  and  BART  in  order  to  reach 
the  35%  transit  modal  split. 

Proposed  Roadway  Improvements:  Roadway  improvements  are  proposed  in  order  to  manage 
capacity  so  transit  first  modal  splits  can  be  maintained.  Intersections,  the  highway  interchange,  and  the 
overpass  on  Geneva  Avenue  are  being  studied  to  make  sure  that  regional  to  local  street  access  is 
dispersed  and  so  people  have  a  variety  of  ways  to  get  in  an  out  of  the  area  to  reduce  particular 
congestion  in  a  particular  street.  Work  is  being  done  with  the  Bayview  Transportation  Improvement 
Study  and  relevant  agencies  to  make  sure  that  freight  traffic  is  being  managed  throughout  this  area. 

Pedestrian  Mobility  and  Access:  There  will  be  continuity  of  the  street  grids  getting  from  the  existing 
neighborhoods  to  the  heart  of  these  communities  and  would  be  built  into  the  heart  of  the  open  space 
amenities  that  are  being  provided.  There  will  be  access  to  the  SF  Bay  Trail,  pedestrian/bicycle  paths, 
pedestrian  only  streets,  boulevard  park  streets,  neighborhood  commercial  streets,  and  there  will  be  new 
and  enhanced  sidewalks  and  major  transit  stops.  The  transit  center  provides  opportunities  for  residents 
to  walk  to  a  location  to  catch  one  seat  rides  to  downtown,  Caltrain  and  BART  and  will  have  pedestrian 
access  to  make  it  usable  for  many  people.  The  Better  Streets  Guidelines  are  being  referenced  in  order 
to  bring  street  furniture,  trees,  landscaping,  sidewalks,  and  amenities  to  calm  streets  and  make  them 
pedestrian  friendly. 

Bike  Planning:  Mr.  Albert  reported  that  he  is  working  closely  with  the  MTA  bicycle  planning  program, 
which  he  used  to  manage  and  discussed  the  bike  planning  injunction,  a  lawsuit  that  is  impairing  the 
implementation  of  the  bike  network.  Bike  network  planning  efforts  included  a  review  of  the  low 
topography,  transit  and  bike  facilities  (e.g.,  the  bridge  proposal  for  Yosemite  Slough),  so  there  is 
excellent  transit  and  bicycle  access  that  contains  an  understanding  of  the  topography  and  challenges  in 
the  area  and  brings  the  bike  network  of  the  city  into  the  heart  of  the  area. 

Game  Day  Transit  and  Stadium  Auto  Access  Routes:  The  network  has  been  designed  to  be  a 
game  and  non-game  day  situation  with  or  without  the  stadium,  and  that  both  work  well  together.  There 
is  a  plan  for  charter  buses,  which  is  a  significant  part  of  what  moves  people  in  and  out  of  the  stadium. 
The  two  slides  show  that  the  grid  is  being  used  to  disperse  traffic  impacts  so  that  there  would  be 
quicker  exit  time  from  a  game  day  situation  than  the  current  49ers  stadium  has.  A  system  is  also  being 
designed  that  has  a  much  higher  transit  mode  to  and  from  the  game. 

Ms.  Bohee  reported  that  the  project  team  is  working  closely  at  the  bi-county  level,  with  all  the  related 
constituents.  It  was  announced  that  there  would  be  a  Bi-County  Transportation  Coordination  meeting 
on  December  10th  at  Visitacion  Valley  Elementary  School,  which  is  the  second  of  two  meetings 
sponsored  by  the  City  Transportation  Authority.  Commissioners  were  encouraged  to  attend  the 
meeting.  Agencies  that  would  be  in  attendance  include  the  MTA,  Bike  Plan  participants,  Caltrain, 
Caltrans,  and  all  relevant  agencies.  Mr.  Albert  explained  that  because  the  project  is  so  close  to  the 
county  line,  decisions  that  are  being  made  would  be  coordinated  with  Daly  City,  Brisbane,  and  the 


Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee 
December  9,  2008  Approved  Meeting  Minutes 
Page  4 

Redevelopment  Agency.  Approximately  ten  agencies  would  be  represented  at  the  meeting,  and  about 
forty  community  members  are  expected  to  attend.  Attending  the  meeting  would  provide  a  good 
opportunity  to  acquire  information  on  what  is  going  on  from  present  day  to  growth  on  all  redevelopment 
projects  in  the  area  and  region. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  Brisbane's  visions  and  Daly  City's  challenges.  Mr.  Albert  reported 
on  collaboration  efforts  on  the  Brisbane  Baylands  project,  in  relation  to  housing,  providing  connections 
to  Caltrain,  and  objectives  for  the  Bayshore  Station  that  when  complete  would  be  an  intermodal  station 
that  has  light  rail,  bus  rapid  transit,  commuter  train  and  possible  "baby  bullet"  service  all  from  the  same 
location.  The  main  focus  is  to  make  sure  that  Brisbane's  intermodal  transit  station  works,  and  that  their 
land  use  plan  supports  transit.   Mr.  Albert  stated  that  work  is  being  done  with  Daly  City  on  the  other 
side  of  San  Francisco  by  Balboa  Park  and  the  Daly  City  Bart  station.  It  was  explained  that  most 
importantly,  what  is  being  done  through  the  bi-county  study  is  establishing  relationships  with  their  City 
engineers  and  planners.  The  Geneva  extension  will  be  a  big  issue  and  it  is  important  that  Daly  City  is 
brought  along  as  discussions  are  held  on  Bus  Rapid  Transit  in  front  of  the  Cow  Palace. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  MUNI  would  be  fully  accessible  to  bicycles,  e.g.  if  the  Bus  Rapid 
Transit  system  (BRT)  would  allow  bicycles.  Mr.  Albert  stated  that  MTA  is  studying  the  idea  of  bicycles 
on  Light  Rail  Transit  (LRT),  and  is  looking  at  the  ability  of  bringing  bikes  on  the  T  line,  and  believes 
there  may  be  similar  capacity  issues  of  BRT.  It  was  explained  that  there  are  limitations  on  LRT 
because  trains  are  crowded,  and  there  are  safety  issues  and  concerns  with  the  ADA  community.  A 
bike  pilot  program  will  be  implemented  that  will  provide  information  about  bus  rapid  transit,  light  rail,  and 
regular  bus  service.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  looking  to  Portland  light  rail  as  a  model.  Mr. 
Albert  explained  that  Portland  does  not  have  the  crowding  factors  San  Francisco  does  that  limit  bike 
access  and  exacerbate  ADA-related  safety  concerns,  but  is  also  getting  to  the  point  of  being  challenged 
along  those  lines.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  challenges  in  increasing  the  1%  bicycle 
transit  goal  in  order  to  reach  10%  of  trips  by  bicycle  by  2010.  Mr.  Albert  explained  that  we  are  above 
where  we  thought  we  were  going  to  be  at  a  citywide  mode  split,  and  targets  were  set  pragmatically  to 
make  sure  they  reflect  existing  San  Francisco  neighborhoods. 

Mr.  Albert  reported  that  the  shipyard  transit  center  includes  a  ferry  terminal  which  will  be  connected  to 
the  Water  Emergency  Transportation  Authority  and  will  be  part  of  the  future  network  of  service  to 
Oyster  Point  and  Redwood  City.  Mr.  Albert  reported  that  there  is  a  private  sector  funded  bike  sharing 
test  going  on  in  North  Beach  right  now,  which  is  also  being  considered  for  Treasure  Island  and  for  this 
project  as  well.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended  that  the  project  include  more  amenities  to  support 
a  higher  bicycle  transit  goal,  such  as  bike  parking,  which  is  a  big  challenge  in  San  Francisco. 

Commissioner  Martin  Inquired  about  the  MUNI  ClassPass  and  EcoPass.  Mr.  Albert  reported  that 
ClassPass  is  a  program  in  universities  in  which  the  student  body  elects  to  buy  a  pass  as  part  of  their 
administration  fees  at  a  much  lower  price  than  they  would  pay  if  they  were  paying  out  of  pocket.  The 
program  is  now  being  offered  at  University  of  San  Francisco  and  will  be  offered  next  at  San  Francisco 
State  and  possibly  City  College.  MUNI's  concern  is  that  they  don't  lose  money  but  it  is  realized  that  they 
would  be  engendering  a  future  generation  of  transit  riders,  so  there  is  a  long-range  goal.  Mr.  Albert 
explained  that  the  EcoPass  is  in  use  in  Silicon  Valley  and  is  common  for  businesses  to  offer.  It  is  a 
monthly  pass  on  all  area  transit,  e.g.,  BART,  MUNI,  Golden  Gate  ferries,  Caltrain,  etc.  that  employers 
would  help  subsidize  as  a  public  private  partnership  with  MTA  in  order  to  offer  discounted  rides  to  their 
employees. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  topography  challenges  for  bicycles.  Mr.  Albert  discussed 
challenges  with  hills  and  the  integration  of  bicycle  and  transit  routes  that  can  work  effectively,  but  you 
would  have  to  be  conscious  of  the  design  at  the  intersections,  lanes,  and  of  signal  technologies.  It  was 
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explained  that  bike  route  planners  are  knowledgeable  in  finding  the  flattest  ways  that  do  not  conflict 
with  public  transit  and  trucks  so  that  bicycle  and  transit  networks  are  separated  whenever  possible. 
Commissioner  Martin  inquired  if  the  bridge  would  be  in  use  by  autos  on  game  day  but  not  on  off-game 
day.  Mr.  Albert  explained  that  the  bridge  is  designed  to  be  a  bike  and  transit  facility  on  a  non-game  day 
situation  and  is  used  as  part  of  the  auto  network  on  a  game-day  situation. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  reported  that  she  is  pleased  to  see  Transit  Development  Measures  (TDM)  and 
unbundled  parking  and  inquired  about  the  proposed  residential  parking  ratio.  Mr.  Albert  explained  that 
the  standard  city  minimum  is  1  parking  space  for  1  unit,  and  that  consideration  is  being  given  to  adding 
a  cap  of  1  to  1 .  Residents  would  be  given  the  option  of  not  having  to  pay  for  a  parking  space.  Vice- 
Chair  Gravanis  recommended  lowering  the  1  for  1  cap.  Mr.  Albert  reported  that  with  unbundled 
parking,  some  people  would  make  the  economic  choice  not  to  rent  or  buy  a  parking  space.  It  was 
explained  that  the  success  of  unbundled  parking  depends  on  supplying  a  transit-rich  neighborhood. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended  establishing  TDM  measures  to  reduce  car  ownership  and  not  just 
car  use  in  order  to  make  it  a  transit-oriented  neighborhood.  Mr.  Albert  explained  that  the  Carshare 
program,  which  is  part  of  the  TDM  program,  combined  with  unbundled  parking  would  provide  that 
opportunity.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended  providing  as  many  ways  as  possible  so  that  people 
could  meet  their  grocery,  retail  and  service  needs  in  the  neighborhood  without  the  use  of  a  car,  e.g., 
shopping  carts  that  can  be  brought  home,  availability  of  golf  carts,  and  grocery  delivery  service.  Vice- 
Chair  Gravanis  inquired  whether  there  would  be  a  parking  cost  in  retail  areas.  Mr.  Albert  discussed  the 
benefits  of  SFPark,  Smart  Management  Parking  Program  that  would  reduce  car  use. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  inquired  about  the  alternatives  being  considered  for  the  bridge  and  expressed 
concern  that  the  public  would  not  be  able  to  see  any  information  until  after  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Report  was  published.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  she  would  like  to  see  information  before 
publication  of  the  Draft  EIR  so  comments  can  be  submitted  prior  to  its  release.  Commissioner  Martin 
inquired  whether  there  would  be  any  significant  changes  to  the  non-stadium  option  as  the  anticipated 
traffic  needs  would  be  different  in  terms  of  intensity  and  duration. 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  including  plans  for  corner  stores  and  small  retail  that  would  be 
immediate  neighborhood-serving  and  would  provide  opportunities  for  small  business  owners  as 
opposed  to  larger  stores/businesses.  Chair  Wald  stated  that  if  you  put  stores  in  the  outer  edge  you 
can  integrate  neighborhoods  that  already  exist  with  the  new  neighborhood. 

Public  Comment: 

Ms.  Noreen  Weeden,  Golden  Gate  Audubon  reported  that  in  2003  and  2004,  Golden  Gate  Audubon 
worked  with  the  community  and  conducted  a  census  of  the  wildlife  at  Yosemite  Slough.  At  that  time, 
over  118  species  of  birds  were  identified,  7  species  of  mammals,  14  species  of  butterflies  as  well  as 
identification  of  amphibians  and  reptiles.  Even  in  the  degraded  state  at  that  time,  the  potential  for 
improved  habitat  was  identified  and  it  was  found  that  additional  species  would  utilize  the  site  if  given  the 
opportunity.  Since  that  time,  funding  has  been  approved  for  utilizing  Prop  84  funds,  $5  million  dollars  to 
improve  the  Yosemite  Slough,  which  the  bridge  is  in  conflict  with.  The  bridge  would  cause  additional  air 
and  noise  pollution  for  the  community  and  runoff  into  the  water  and  negatively  impact  the  wildlife  that 
lives  or  may  potentially  live  there  if  the  bridge  was  not  put  there.  Ms.  Weeden  explained  that  Golden 
Gate  Audubon  has  opposed  both  of  the  two  bridge  proposals  through  the  Bayview  Transportation 
Planning  process. 

Mr.  Saul  Bloom,  Arc  Ecology,  requested  an  hour  at  the  next  Policy  Committee  meeting  to  discuss  Arc 
Ecology's  alternative  visions  for  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point  Plan. 
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Vice-Chair  Gravanis  expressed  concern  with  information  given  at  the  last  Policy  Committee  meeting  on 
the  biodiversity  section  of  the  Sustainability  Plan  that  the  bridge  would  be  beneficial  for  birds  because 
colonization  of  the  piers  by  mussels  and  other  mollusks  would  be  an  attractive  feature  by  diving  ducks. 
Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  she  did  not  see  how  this  would  make  the  bridge  an  environmental 
benefit  as  indicated.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  inquired  about  transportation  impacts  on  Visitacion  Valley. 
Mr.  Albert  reported  that  Visitacion  Valley  at  this  time  has  no  access  to  the  Bayshore  Caltrain  station 
from  the  west  side  and  that  two  penetrations  into  the  neighborhood  are  being  reviewed.  Vice-Chair 
Gravanis  asked  whether  increased  automobile  traffic  would  result.  Mr.  Albert  stated  that  hopefully  the 
net  effect  of  the  interchange  would  result  in  reduction  of  traffic  on  local  streets  and  consolidation  of 
traffic  where  the  capacity  can  actually  handle  it. 

Vice  Chair  Gravanis  inquired  about  the  timeline  for  Commission  input  into  the  project:  Ms.  Bohee 
requested  input  from  the  Committee  on  the  Draft  Transportation  Plan  in  progress.  It  was  explained  that 
the  project  is  in  the  stage  where  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  recently  approved  a  non- 
binding  finance  plan  that  lays  out  all  of  the  costs,  all  of  the  transportation  and  transit  improvements, 
parks  and  open  space,  contributions  for  work  force  training,  etc.  It  was  stated  that  there  are  now  place 
holders  for  other  things  which  are  in  the  planning  stage.  It  was  explained  that  there  is  a  general 
projection  of  costs  ($2  billion  dollars)  and  efficiencies  would  be  created.  The  Committee  would  be 
asked  for  their  comments  on  the  EIR,  which  is  scheduled  for  publication  in  spring  and  on  the  Draft 
Sustainability  Plan  at  the  end  of  December  or  January.  Ms.  Bohee  requested  input  on  how  the 
Commissioners  wanted  to  structure  future  meetings. 

5.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  Mr.  Bloom  reported  that  on  January  14th,  there  would  be  a  community 
workshop  at  the  Bayview  Opera  House,  at  5:30  p.m.  on  the  history  of  the  cleanup  of  the  Shipyard  and 
liquefaction  which  is  a  general  issue  of  concern  within  the  Bayview. 

6.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Commissioners  discussed  future  agenda  items 
that  include:  (1 )  preliminary  overview  from  staff  of  where  we  are  in  outreach  generally  and  discussion  of 
how  the  Commission  would  want  to  address  methods  for  outreach  in  the  future  (January);  (2)  Arc 
Ecology  discussion  on  proposed  alternatives  to  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  Candlestick  Point  Project 
Plan  and  Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  and  Workforce  Development  update  on  schedule  and  plans 
(January);  (3)  Treasure  Island  Sustainability  Plan,  e.g.,  wastewater,  stormwater,  transportation 
(February);  (4)  Department  budget  updates;  (5)  Urban  Environmental  Accords  website  design  work  in 
progress;  (6)  selection  of  Urban  Environmental  Accords  to  work  on  in  2009;  and  (7)  review  of  the 
Hunters  Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point  Transportation  Plan  that  would  be  completed  and  distributed 
in  the  near  future. 

7.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

8.  Adjournment.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  6:22  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the 
hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting.asp?id=61 005,  (3)  by  clicking 
on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at 

Monica. FishOjsfqov. org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 

Approved:  January  13,  2009 


